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EDITORIAL 






lection disasters at the polls 

and a projected 300 seat 

majority for the Tories at the 
next general election have spread 
panic in Labour’s ranks. 

The Crewe and Nantwich by-elec- 
tion on 22 May showed they had lost 
a huge chunk of the Old Labour 
working class heartland. Many such 
voters said Brown’s abolition of the 
10 percent income tax band, hitting 
the poorest, was the last straw - 
again and again Crewe voters told 
TV and radio reporters that they felt 
deserted by Labour. 

This followed hard on the heels 
of the 1 May local election results, 
in which middle class voters - cen- 
tral to the ‘New Labour’ project - 
deserted Labour en masse for David 
Cameron’s ‘New’ Tories. 

Brown faces the dilemma that any 
serious attempt to win back both 
parts of the so-called New Labour 
Coalition - the middle classes and 
the workers - are mutually exclu- 
sive. Far from being a ‘thing of the 
past’ or a ‘dead issue’, class is a real 
social relation, and different classes 
have different interests. 

Ata time of looming recession big 
tax cuts for the rich and the mid- 
dle classes clash with what work- 
ers want: big increases in public 
spending, including wage increases 
to catch up with inflation and 
improvements in hospitals and 
schools. Half-measures will fail to 
please either. Instead of straddling 
the classes, Brown could end up 
doing the splits, pulled apart by 
the economic crisis. Still this appears 
to be his only strategy. 

He’s begun floating a series of 
reactionary measures - a cap on 
immigration, scrapping the rise in 
fuel tax and dumping “green tax” 
initiatives, forcing unemployed 
youth and those on incapacity ben- 
efit to take lousy jobs, punitive 
measures aimed at young people - 
but these are unlikely to win back 
the alienated middle classes. After 
all the Tories will do all this and 
more. Since the former iron chan- 
cellor’s reputation for economic effi- 
ciency went up in smoke with 
Northern Rock and the collapse in 
house prices, Brown’s attempt to 
take the credit for years of rising 
incomes for smart home owners has 
blown up in his face. 

On the other hand, Brown could 
only afford to protect workers from 
the worst effects of the economic 
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Tony Woodley claims Labour’s leadership is “reconnecting with 
Labour’s social conscience” 


slowdown by taking wealth from the 
rich in increased taxes. And this he 
will not do. So what he and Alistair 
Darling offer instead is paltry: £200m 
to buy unsold new homes and rent 
them out, £100m for shared equity 
schemes to help first-time buyers 
purchase new-build homes. This is a 
drop in the ocean, and does noth- 
ing to reduce the four million wait- 
ing list for rented social housing. 
Even their promise that agency work- 
ers should be accorded employment 
rights after 12 weeks is accompanied 
by allowing agency parasites to con- 
tinue to cream off their wages, and 
receive compensation for converting 
to a permanent contract. 

Gordon Brown’s collapse - sym- 
bolised by the conversion of last 
summer’s 11 percentage points lead 
over the Tories into trailing 18-points 
behind now - has seen former mil- 
lionaire backers flood away from 
Labour. These donations and loans 
allowed Brown and Blair to put 
two fingers up to the labour move- 
ment, dumping its disused heir- 
looms like Clause IV (“common own- 
ership of the means of production”) 
as well as annual conference’s right 
to make policy (which Labour gov- 
errmments had always been free to 
ignore). It enabled Labour to short 
change the unions on the Warwick 
Agreement of July 2004, which in 
the Guardian’s words “averted the 
threat of mass disaffiliation from the 
party by the unions and helped to 
secure union support for Labour in 
the 2005 election.” 

Once again the party is facing 


bankruptcy. It is upwards of £24m in 
debt and must pay creditors £13,65m 
this year - ironically to repay banks 
and wealthy creditors recruited by 
Blair’s fund raiser Lord Levy. Once 
again the unions are Labour's main 
funders and they now have to pay the 
bills for the New Labour binge. More 
than 90 per cent of the £3.1m given 
to Labour in the first three months 
of 2008 came from the unions. 

In this situation the trade union 
leaders should be calling the tune. 
But the piper is still playing the 
neoliberal tune of market reforms in 
the public services, the break-up of 
Royal Mail and other measures 
opposed by the unions who fund 
Labour. 

So what are the union leaders 
doing with their restored financial 
muscle? The short answer is next to 
nothing. Even worse they are falling 
over themselves to convince their 
members that it is all change under 
Gordon who, it appears, has heard 
their members’ pain. 

Without obtaining a single solid 
promise, Unite general secretary 
Tony Woodley claimed the mini- 
budget showed the leadership was 
“reconnecting with Labour’s social 
conscience”. GMB leader Paul Kenny 
congratulated Labour’s front bench 
for “listening to the public and 
changing tack.” 

So why - given they have the whip 
hand over Gordon - are the union 
leaders not dictating their terms? 

Their standard reply is that to 
extract concessions from Brown 
when he’s down will boost the 





As union leaders cling to dying Brown regime: 
Time to break our unions from Labour 


chances of Cameron and the Tories 
getting in. Supporting Gordon is, 
they claim, a lesser evil. 

Let them explain to us how swal- 
lowing Brown’s anti-working class 
policies, with feeble protests but with- 
out a determined fight to stop him, 
is a lesser evil than actually fight- 
ing the same policies from the Tories. 
In fact a determined fight would 
expose the Tories’ bogus opposition. 
Do the Tories want to restore the 
10 percent tax band? No. Bust the 2 
percent pay limit? No. Restore trade 
union rights? Never. Scrap privatisa- 
tion schemes in the NHS? Not for a 
minute, 

But instead of using their position 
to force Brown to deliver changes 
in the workers’ interests, the union 
leaders are pursuing a policy that is 
criminally harmful to their members. 

First they are delaying, dividing 
and demobilising our struggles - like 
on public sector pay- at best calling 
isolated and infrequent days of 
action. We must turn all our efforts 
to putting an end to this sabotage 
and unite our struggles in a com- 
mon all out offensive based on strike 
action to force an end to Brown’s 
attacks. 

Second they are spending millions 
of pounds of their members money 
on a party that attacks them on 
behalf of the capitalists, when they 
could use these tremendous 
resources to build a party of our own 
which fights to defend workers jobs, 
wages, social services, to build social 
housing, to pull the troops out Iraq 
and Afghanistan, to provide housing 
for all. 

We must fight to get the unions to 
break from Labour and set upa 
new workers’ party. Over a hundred 
years after Labour was founded by 
the unions, the death of New Labour 
opens the possibility of winning hun- 
dreds of thousands of workers to the 
project of creating our own politi- 
cal representation once again. Anew 
workers’ party would of course face 
the question of whether the party 
adopts a reformist strategy (which is 
the path Labour took in the past and 
which ended up with Blairism and 
Brown) or a strategy of socialism and 
revolution (overthrowing capitalism 
and taking the property of the bil- 
lionaires into social ownership). 
We will fight for the path of revolu- 
tion, to get rid of the system that 
causes inflation, inequality, poverty 
and war. 
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vengeance this month, With the price of rice 

surging up by over 60% in a year, and global 
shortages causing riots around the world, Netto and 
other supermarkets imposed effective rationing of rice 
in Leicester. 

Newspapers tracking food price rises in the UK 
recorded a 20% rise in the price of a loaf of white 
bread, a 62% rise in butter, a 40% rise in chicken, a 
67% rise in the price of tea and a staggering 100% rise 
in the price of cooking oil. 

Meanwhile Gordon Brown is holding public sector 
pay down to just a 2 percent rise, and has scrapped 
the 10% tax rate for people earning less than £18,000 
a year - and his forced ‘compensation’ still leaves mil- 
lions out of pocket. 

Fuel prices meanwhile have gone through the roof, 
provoking protests all over Europe. Last year the mar- 
kets gasped as oil hit $100 a barrel. Last week it passed 
$135. 

Pro-market commentators are at a loss to explain 
this away. Is it caused by growth in the world’s pop- 
ulation? If so, then why didn’t surging population 
growth between 1990 and 2004 also cause inflation? 
In fact those years saw a huge fall in inflation. So that 
can’t be the answer. 

The fact is that it is the chaotic nature of capitalist 
economic growth itself that leads to these crises - infla- 
tion is being driven by growth in the East at just the 
point in which recession is starting in the US and 
Britain. Only a global recession will squeeze inflation 
out of the system. 

The US and British central banks have been cut- 
ting interest rates to head off recession, but this has 
made inflation even worse at home. Now the US 
Federal reserve and Bank of England are being tipped 
by the financial markets to be preparing to raise inter- 
est rates again to counter price rises. This will push 
us into recession harder and faster. 

This combination of inflation and recession - known 


T= economic crisis hit the High Street with a 


Fight inflation 


as stagflation - has not been seen since the 1970s. It 
means hard class struggle as the capitalists try to make 
the workers pay for the crisis of the system, by cut- 
ting the value of ourw ages (inflation), and by scal- 
ing down production, cutting jobs and throwing peo- 
ple onto the dole. The continuing credit crunch will 
make this even worse: as banks tighten loans, com- 
panies will find it much harder to refinance them- 
selves, and many will go bust in the years ahead. 
The bosses fully expect this to happen: that's why 
the cost of insuring against corporate loan defaults 
has risen so sharply again over the last month. 


The socialist answer is clear: 

° A sliding scale of wages to meet 
the real cost of living 

¢ A workers cost of living index to 
track the true level of rising 
prices : 

¢ For the state to cancel mortgage 
interest payments and block all 
home repossessions 

¢ For a united strike across the 
public sector to bust the 2% pay 
limit, in reality a pay cut 

¢ For nationalisation under workers 
control of all firms declaring 
redundancies 

¢ For a new workers party, funded 
by the unions who should break 
from Labour, to lead the resist- 
ance to the crisis and to 
capitalism. 











workers are voting for action. Keith Spencer 


Workers are furious at the government’s 2 
per cent pay limit. Across the public sector, 
looks at the possibilities 
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Simon Hardy, Andy Yorke & Luke Carter on 
the Third Camp politics of Alliance for Work- 
ers Liberty and Hands off the People of Iran 
campaign 


Love Music Hate Racism is rallying thou- 
sands who want to stop racism and fas- 
cism. How can we stop the BNP? - 
Alasdair Byrne 


Hezbollah’s constitutional deal with 
the government is no solution for 
Lebanon’s workers and poor writes 


Marcus Hallaby 

The Bolivian elite is threatening to split 
the country. The masses need to launch 
an offensive to crush the secessionists, 
writes Keith Spencer 

Barack Obama’s dilemma of race and 
class. Andy Yorke looks at whether 
racism could keep Obama out of the 
White House. 


Biofuels solution to climate change or 
cause of global hunger? Joy Macready 


Spotlight on taxation 








VICIOUS FASCIST ATTACK 


A student activist from the Edu- 
cation Not for Sale campaign in 
Huddersfield was attacked by the 
far right on Friday morning on her 
way to work. Three men pulled her 
to the ground, kicked her in the 
ribs, and slashed at her head 
with a knife. She suffered a frac- 
tured rib. 

The student has been cam- 
paigning to deny the BNP a plat- 
form at her campus and has been 
obviously targeted. They knew her 
name and route to work. As she 
was attacked they called her 
a’Dirty Red’, ‘Lesbo’, and ‘Britain 
hater’. 

The working class movement 
needs to make it clear to the far 
right that this student is not iso- 
lated. They cannot get away with 
targeting people who stand up to 
them. 

This attack is another sign that 
the BNP is no ordinary right wing 
party, but a vicious menace that 
must be confronted with direct 
action and spoken to in the only 
language its thugs understand. 


SS 


While thousands of union mem- 
bers across the public sector are 
being balloted on industrial action 
against the two per cent pay limit, 
what are the union officials doing? 
Well Unison’s bureaucrats are 
spending their time attacking 
their own members! 

The trade union certification 
officer has ruled that Unison broke 
its own rules in expelling Tony 
Staunton, Plymouth Unison, 
and suspending Yunus Baksh, 
North of Tyne health branch. In 
the case of Tony, it accused the 
union of acting illegally. The 
certification officer said that the 
union moves denied its mem- 
bers from exercising their demo- 
cratic rights. 

It’s the right wing that should 
be disciplined for breaking union 
rules and spending thousands of 
members’ money in attacking 
trade union militants. 

All the more reason for a rank 
and file movement, to bypass the 
official leaders when they hold 
back our struggles - and to replace 
the bosses’ narks with militants 
who stand up for the workers. 
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PUBLIC SECTOR PAY 





A united strike can smash the 2% 


Workers are furious at the government's 2 per cent pay limit. Across the public sector, workers are 
voting for action. How can we force Brown to back down? Keith Spencer looks at the possibilities 


here is a mounting roll call 

Te union members voting for 

industrial action on pay. 

¢ Two-thirds of civil servants and 
more than a million local gov- 
ernment workers are balloting 
for industrial action against 
the government’s two per cent 
pay limit. 

¢ Already more than 95 per cent of 
the GMB union’s 30,000 mem- 
bers in the NHS have rejected the 
deal. The Royal College of Mid- 
wives’ consultative ballot also led 
to rejection. 

¢ Hospital porters, cleaners and 
caterers in the Unite union 
have also thrown out the deal. 

¢ Unison’s members in health 

(400,000) and local government 

(900,000) are balloting for indus- 

trial action. 

e The Public and Commercial Ser- 
vices Union (PCS) decided at its 
conference to ballot all its 
280,000 members on disruptive 
action. 

¢ The professional engineers’ 
union Prospect is voting for 
action in the civil service (40,000 
members). 

¢ Unite members in local govern- 
ment have thrown out the 
employers’ 2.45 per cent offer by 
a three to one majority - the 
union is balloting its 70,000 
members. 

¢ The firefighters’ FBU is consid- 
ering action after being told that 
the government might not hon- 
our its July pay deal. 

¢ The GMB in local government 
is consulting its 300,000 mem- 
bers on action, and despite its 
worse-than-useless national sec- 
retary for public services Brian 
Strutton informing the bosses in 
advance that there is supposed- 
ly “little appetite for industrial 
action”, members have expressed 
“dissatisfaction” with the pay offer. 

On the down side teachers’ lead- 
ers in schools and further educa- 
tion (NUT and UCU) have post- 
poned balloting for more action in 
September. 

Union leaders are reflecting their 
members’ growing fury at Gordon 
Brown, who is spending billions 
bailing out banks but is hiking 
tax and cutting pay for the poorest 
workers in the country. So the gen- 
eral secretary of the civil ser- 
vants’ union, Mark Serwotka, 





told the union’s conference in May 
that Brown was “a miserable PM 
who should hang his head in shame” 
over his measly pay deals. Even 
the TUC’s Brendan Barber, usually 
a Brown loyalist, slammed the prime 
minister: “Labour is paying a heavy 
political price as six million public 
servants sense that the government, 
far from being on their side, just sees 
them as an easy target.” 

The scale of poverty pay can be 
gauged by the fact that 55 per cent 
of council workers and a quarter 
of civil servants earn less than 
£16,000 - two-thirds of the nation- 
al average and the benchmark for 
poverty pay. And most of these are 
women workers. All these workers 
have seen their income tax double 
with the abolition of the 10 per cent 
rate. All will earn less in real terms 
because of the 2 per cent pay limit. 


Work ers want united action 
It is blindingly obvious that if we 
take action together we will be 
stronger. After the huge turnout for 
the one-day strike on 24 April, a 
national co-ordinated strike of pub- 
lic sector workers would rapidly bust 
the pay limit. The Labour govern- 
ment knows it and so do the lead- 
ers of the big trade unions: Uni- 
son, Unite and GMB. 

But the union leaders seem more 
concerned with keeping Gordon 
Brown in his job than in winning 
a real pay rise for their members. 

Dave Prentis, general secretary 
of Unison, told the Scottish TUC 
in the aftermath of the 10p tax 


fiasco that “Gordon Brown has a 
good track record on taxation and 
measures to alleviate poverty”. This 
is the same Brown who as Chancel- 
lor stubbornly maintained poverty 
pay in the public sector for the 
past 10 years. 

Last year, September’s TUC con- 
ference witnessed heady talk of a 
public sector alliance to break 
Brown’s two per cent pay limit, and 
even called for coordinated action, 
but then one by one the union lead- 
ers caved in. We don’t want a repeat 
of that this year! 

Outside the Big Three, leaders of 
more militant unions, such as Mark 
Serwotka of the PCS, the NUT’s 
Christine Blower and the Fire 
Brigades Union’s Matt Wrack, have 
been much more forthright in 
criticising Labour. But they never 
criticise the leaders of the other 
unions for failing to organise joint 
action. This sets back the fight for 
a united strike in the public sector. 


A strategy to win 
The massive one day strike on 24 
April was a great starting point - it 
involved hundreds of thousands of 
people in heir first taste of mass 
strike action; young workers in par- 
ticular began to get a sense of their 
power. Nevertheless, one- or two- 
day strikes will not be enough towin 
better pay. The government ignored 
our strike on 24 April and they will 
tough out future limited strikes 
unless we escalate our action. 
Even discontinuous action sec- 
tion by section will be insufficient. 





Unison, Unite and the GMB have 
said that a good pay deal will require 
“sustained strike action”. But at the 
same time the leaders don’t explain 
how such “sustained” action could 
win; instead it can sound like noth- 
ing more than a recipe for a series 
of ineffective one-day strikes. The 
danger is that this phrase can be 
used to frighten members into vot- 
ing to accept a rotten deal. The same 
phrase was used last year in Unison’s 
health section and members voted 
to accept a below inflation deal. 

So is ‘sustained action’ necessary? 
It is true that all out indefinite strike 
action will be needed to get a deal 
which protects us against the rav- 
ages of inflation: an all-out public 
sector general strike in which we 
all agree not to go back until we have 
won. But it is not true that such a 
struggle means a long drawn out and 
financially bankrupting action. Quite 
the reverse. The government and the 
employers are weak and can be beat- 
en quickly by large-scale decisive 
action. More than this we need to 
protect our increases with a sliding 
scale of automatic increases for every 
rise in inflation (see page 3). 

So how can we get past the end- 
less delays and even outright sabo- 
tage by our officials? 

In every town and city, in every 
London borough, we need to set up 
local committees of action to bring 
together rank and file members of 
all public sector unions. These com- 
mittees should organise local street 
protests and mass public meetings 
to get the message about poverty 
pay over to all working people who 
use and need the services. Unity will 
increase our confidence and help us 
build for the biggest possible “yes” 
vote in all the coming ballots. 

These committees should 
demand the leaders of unions call 
all out action, and could become 
centres to hammer out a strategy 
to win the disputes and take dem- 
ocratic control of the strikes. If suc- 
cessful they could be a launching 
pad for a general movement of the 
rank and file to democratise the 
unions, breaking the power of the 
officials to hold back and sell short 
our struggles, and putting all 
officials and all union actions under 
the control of the union members. 


See www.workerspower.com for 
more on public sector disputes 
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Post office privatisation - 





en the minister for busi- 
Wes John Hutton 
announced a review of 
postal services in December, he 
claimed that “the market has 
brought considerable benefits 
for users of postal services”. The 
government waited until the postal 
workers strike had been defeated 
before opening up round two in 
the attack on postal services, with 
a commission to explore options 
for furthering privatisation. How- 
ever, the commission's interim 
report in May instead echoed what 
the Communication Workers 
Union (CWU) has been saying all 
along: “Liberalisation of the UK 
postal service has produced no sig- 
nificant benefit for either house- 
holds or small business” and 
only big business has gained out 
of it. 

But Postcomm - the pro-privati- 
sation quango set up by Labour 
supposedly to “defend” the univer- 
sal service obligation (the commit- 
ment to deliver mail to the whole 
country) - has come to the govern- 
ment’s rescue, demanding the par- 
tial privatisation of Royal Mail and 
the selling off of a 49per cent stake 
in Royal Mail. They want to break 
up Royal Mail, separating post 
offices and outsourcing some func- 
tions to private companies. 

Since the end of last year’s 
strike, Royal Mail and the Labour 
government have pressed ahead 
with restructuring, slashing costs. 
Royal Mail bosses have forced 
through huge cuts to pensions and 
raised the retirement age to 65, 
imposed flexibility, while closing 
2500 Post Offices up and down the 
country in the face of bitter local 
opposition. 

Over the next year, we also 
face massive job losses. The intro- 
duction of sorting machines slash- 
es the hours of sorting mail and 
raises the possibility of a majori- 
ty part-time, casualised workforce. 
The threatened closure of Oxford 
Mail Centre, a CWU bastion, will 
most likely be followed by several 
others. We face the threat of a jobs 
massacre and a broken union. 

The CWU leadership’s submis- 
sion to the review accepts job loss- 


AS 


es and that there will be no return 
to Royal Mail’s monopoly. What 
happened to the union’s policy for 
a 35 hour week with no loss of pay? 
Where’s the union’s commitment 
toa fully public postal service? Our 
bureaucratic leaders have already 
surrendered on these issues. And 
on the question of pensions, they 
don’t think we can win a “Yes” vote 
and have so far remained paralysed. 
Their strategy is a media campaign 
and lobbying Labour MPs. Well, it 
hasn't worked and it won’t work. 


A 180 degree turn is needed 
On 28 May 37 branches - over a 
third of CWU branches - called a 
meeting in London to discuss what 
action the union can take to halt 
Post Offices closures, oppose pri- 
vatisation, and how to win a “Yes” 
vote in a ballot for industrial action 
against the pension cuts, after the 
successful consultation saw 92 per 
cent of members reject Royal Mail's 
imposed changes. Around 250 
attended plus general secretary Billy 
Hayes and Dave Ward (deputy gen- 
eral secretary-postal) who tried to 
defend their inaction so far, while 


how can we stop it? 


A CWU rep outlines how we can organise the fightback 





tee? 


speakers from the floor stressed the 
need to act. (See www.workerspow- 
er.com for more details.) 

In aleaflet to the meeting, Work- 
ers Power argued that a 180 degree 
turn is needed in the union's tac- 
tics to kick start a campaign. This 
should campaign for the restora- 
tion of the monopoly, rescinding 
the contracts of “competitors” par- 
asitically using Royal Mail’s deliv- 
ery service, and bringing their 
workforces into Royal Mail. 

However, only a major cam- 
paign, based on demonstrations, 
protests and backed by strike 
action can force Labour to retreat 
on this question. We can start with 
pensions and the looming job cuts, 
and join with the other public sec- 
tor workers, striking against the 
government’s pay freeze in a unit- 
ed front, something CWU nation- 
al leaders never seriously pursued 
in last year’s strike. Millions of 
working class people would rally 
to support a union-led fight to stop 
another public service being sold 
off to the fat cats, given the impli- 
cations for service levels and stamp 
prices. 


We can win a “yes” vote for strike 
action with an active campaign. The 
full-time officers should leave their 
head office and address mass meet- 
ings up and down the country to 
show they really mean it. They 
should encourage members to elect 
workplace and local strike commit- 
tees to prepare for action, campaign 
for solidarity from the public and 
build unity with other unions bal- 
loting for action, like local govern- 
ment Unison and civil service 
PCS branches, or facing real pay 
cuts, like the teachers and NHS 
staff. 

To have the credibility to win the 
argument however, our leaders 
would have to come clean on their 
failures in the strike last year: falling 
for Royal Mail’s trick of asking for 
negotiations in order to break the 
momentum of the strikes; arguing 
for wildcat strikers to go back to 
work without agreement; throwing 
in the towel the minute the courts 
banned a round of strikes. Without 
showing that they have learned 
these lessons, the members’ trust 
and support for another strike 
will be harder to win. 

In the run up to the CWU con- 
ference an emergency resolution 
needs to be tabled which calls for: 
¢ A ballot for escalating industrial 

action, up to an all out strike, to 

defend jobs and pensions. 

¢ Joint action, locally and nation- 
ally, with the other public sector 
unions. 

¢ Aclear no to privatisation and the 
restoration of the postal monop- 
oly under workers control. 

¢ Above all it is crucial to estab- 
lish a network of rank and file of 
activists and branches to push for- 
ward the campaign from below. 

As soon as the struggle is on we 
need strike committees, directly 
elected by the members in work- 
places, so that the CWU member- 
ship can take control of the cam- 
paign and any action. Billy Hayes, 
Dave Ward and the majority on the 
postal executive have lost the con- 
fidence of the membership. Either 
they lead a fight for union policy 
and accept the rank and file’s 
right to run the campaign - or they 
get out of our way! 
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italian right unleash police 
and gangs on Roma migrants 


Jo Cassidy looks at how Berlusconi and his allies are showing their true colours with savage 
anti-immigrant attacks 








and Umberto Bossi’s Northern League - have 
openly played with fascist terms and symbolism 
since winning the election. 

The new mayor of Rome, Gianni Aleman- 
no, is a member of the Alleanza Nazionale, 
who the Daily Telegraph casually refers to 
as “a firebrand neo-fascist.” He was greeted 
outside the city hall with fascist salutes and 
shouts of “Duce!”, the title used by Mussoli- 
ni. He has promised to purge the Italian 
capital of 20,000 illegal immigrants and to 
raze 85 Roma camps. 

Berlusconi hirnself declared, “We are the new 
Falange”, the name of the Spanish fascist 
party under Franco. His closest ally, Bossi threat- 
ened, “I don’t know what the left wants but we 
are ready. If they want conflicts, I have 300,000 
men always on hand.” 

The terrifying wave of racist violence benefits 
the Italian government. It diverts attention from 
Italy’s intensifying social and economic crisis, 
as well as giving the state an excuse to use more 
force and repressive legislation. Italy is the worst- 
performing economy in western Europe and the 
government has a clear agenda to solve the prob- 
lem at the expense of the working class, whilst 
seeking to divide workers by racist agitation 
against the immigrant communities. 

The Italian left, reeling after its crushing defeat 


wasted little time unleashing police 

repression. Its first targets were Italy’s 
refugees and migrants, though its ulterior 
motive is not hard to uncover: to send a warn- 
ing to the working class and the left that this 
is no ordinary right wing government but one 
determined to settle accounts with its class 
enemies, using the full power of the state, 
backed up by right wing thugs, if need be. 

Immediately after Berlusconi's victory, police 
raids began. Foreign workers and their fami- 
lies were indiscriminately rounded up and, in 
the first weeks of the crackdown alone, 53 were 
deported. One high profile attack took place on 
the banks of the Tiber in Rome where a Roma 
camp was shut down. All inhabitants without 
official papers were deported. 

Encouraged by the state’s actions, gangs of 
right wing thugs launched vicious attacks on 
Roma across the country. A pogrom in Naples 
followed sensationalist reports that a 16-year 
old Roma girl had supposedly kidnapped a baby. 
This story (“gypsies kidnap babies”) is an old 
smear of anti-Roma racism. As a result a bay- 
ing mob gathered outside the camp in Ponti- 
celli shouting racist abuse and hurling petrol 
bombs until the camp was razed to ground. fs 

The attacks are spreading from Roma to any 3 


Te new government of Silvio Berlusconi 





other dark-skinned people: in Rome, men Pogrom against Roma camp in Naples at the polls (this is the first Italian parliament 
attacked food shops owned by Indians and since the downfall of Mussolini without any Com- 
Bangladeshis. a crime, allowing authorities to check that EU _ munist party deputies), clearly has a major strug- 


The blame for the violence lies firmly atthe immigrants can support themselves before gle onits hands in the months and years to come. 
door of the Berlusconi government which _ granting residency, and allowing authorities They need to start with an intransigent defence 
throughout its election campaign targetedthe to confiscate any property let to illegal immi- of immigrants against the police and the fascist 
Roma community asthe main source ofcrime grants. gangs. Only militant class struggle including 
and other social and economic problems. All three of the government’s main compo- _—mass strikes and organised self-defence - will 

Anti-immigrant measures agreed bythe cab- nents - Berlusconi’s Forza Italia party, the “ex- avoid the historic defeat Berlusconi and co are 
inet include making unauthorised entry toItaly fascist” Alleanza Nazionale of Gianfranco Fini, _ out to inflict. 


Pogroms on the rise as the 








he spread of anti-migrant rioting in demonstrations against neoliberalism of Rome. Yet the party of the Italian left - 
‘T= Italy and South Africa are and war, including the great march Bertinotti’s Rifondazione Comunista - 

expressions of the same against the G8 in Genoa in 2001, the propped up the reformist/liberal coalition 
phenomenon - the failure of the working formation of social forums and social of Romano Prodi and shielded it from the 
class and popular movements to take centres across the country after the workers’ anger, even giving support to 
advantage of the rise of mass repression in Genoa, the European Social | talian troops joining the occupation of 
anticapitalist and antiglobalisation Forum in Florence in 2002 at which Afghanistan. A great opportunity to build 
movements in the early years of this Communist leader Fausto Bertinotti a working class movement fighting for 
decade. promised never again to support a the overthrow of the system was frittered 

In Italy the antiglobalisation capitalist government and the mass away. 

movement mushroomed across Italy in antiwar mobilisations of 2003 including But politics, like nature, abhors a 


the period 2000-2003, with gigantic more than three million filling the streets vacuum. The right wing filled the breach. 








www.fifthinternational.or 
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By Rebecca Anderson 





seven out of South Africa’s nine 

provinces, with 25,000 people internal- 
ly displaced and more than 50 dead. Zimbab- 
weans and Somalis have been some of the 
worst affected, as mobs went from shack to 
shack in the impoverished migrant areas of 
towns and cities searching for ‘foreigners’. 

The ruling party, the ANC, has only made 
gestures toward dealing with the problem - 
they originally said that they would set up a 
committee to investigate the causes of the vio- 
lence and, when criticised for their compla- 
cency, began to hold meetings across the coun- 
try to promote ‘tolerance’ and quell the unrest. 
It was at one such meeting in Cape Town that 
anti-migrant violence broke out, resulting 
in one Somali dead and six others injured. 
Only then did the ANC call for communities 
to form street committees to control the 
violence, working in cooperation with the 
police. 

The ANC took this step grudgingly, under 
enormous pressure from organisations that 
have in the past given full support to them - 
the trade unions, the South African Com- 
munist Party and some of the country’s new 
social movements. 

A mass demonstration against xenophobia 
in Johannesburg on 24 May brought thou- 
sands onto the streets calling for an end to the 
attacks, an end to immigration controls and 
blaming the ANC for the very poverty that the 
racist mobs have blamed on immigrants. 

Socialists in South Africa should energeti- 
cally take up and promote the call for com- 
munity self-defence and should demand arms 
from the ANC to help put down pogroms. At 
the same time, remembering that the ANC 
is today the ruling party of the South African 
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Anti-foreigner violence 
sweeps South Africa 





Armed gangs rampaged through many towns and cities 


capitalists, socialists should argue for the pop- 
ular self-defence organisations to be independ- 
ent of the government and the police, and 
instead should be under the democratic con- 
trol of the communities and the rank and file 
of the trade unions. 

It is also time for the trade unions and SACP 
to break with the ANC and stop supporting its 
bourgeois government. Since the ANC came 
to power they have unleashed a brutal neolib- 
eral assault on the workers and poor of South 
Africa and so far their coalition partners have 
done little or nothing to stop them. The Johan- 
nesburg demonstration was right to say that 


Mbeki had blood on his hands, as under rule of 
the ANC unemployment has risen from 12 to 
50 percent. The unions and SACP must pro- 
vide an alternative leadership to the working 
class - very different from that of the ANC or 
the racist mobs - and say that poverty, unem- 
ployment and inflation are the fault of the ANC, 
their policies and the capitalist system they rep- 
resent. The struggle against xenophobia 
must become a struggle against the govern- 
ment, and for socialism, to destroy the root of 
the problems of racism and poverty engulfing 
South Africa and the rest of the world. 





“wine turns to vinegar” 


Now the wine of opportunity is turning to 
the vinegar of disillusion and despair. 
The same process took place in a 
different form in South Africa. Massive 
campaigns in the townships and unions 
against privatisation, casualisation, 
globalisation and poverty saw new 
organisations mushrooming. But the 
South African Communist Party and the 
unions remained wedded to the ruling 
bourgeois ANC party. Now, having taken 
responsibility for the ANC’s attacks and 


having shielded the government from 
challenge from below, the official 
working class organisations are 
struggling to prevent popular discontent 
assuming, as in Italy, a wild and 
reactionary form. 

The return of the pogrom is a warning 
sign to the working class of the whole 
world. But we have no right to let it be a 
signal for despair. It proves that if the 
socialist section of the working class 
cannot find a path to the masses, cannot 





succeed in creating a powerful political 
alternative to the mainstream reformist 
parties, and cannot direct working class 
struggles towards the goal of 
anticapitalist revolution, then the 
elemental rage of the masses will 
express itself in other, reactionary and 
destructive forms. As the economic 
crisis deepens around the world with 
massive rises in food and fuel prices and 
a surge in poverty, we do not have a 
mortgage on time. 
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NATIONAL SHOP STEWARDS NETWORK CONFERENCE 2008 
Time for a Rank and File Movement 


www.workerspower.com 








The National Shop Stewards Network conference is meeting on 21 June at a time when 
public sector workers are balloting for industrial action but will face obstruction and delay 
from their own officials in turning votes into action. Now more than ever we need a national 
rank and file movement. Joy Macready shows how the NSSN could play a vital role in 


bringing this about. 


nstigated by militants in the Rail 

[arte and Transport union 

(RMT) in 2006, but founded in 
July 2007 with the official support 
not only of the RMT but a number 
of other more militant unions 
(postal workers, fire fighters, min- 
ers, civil servants, journalists, prison 
officers and bakers) the National 
Shop Stewards Network is attempt- 
ing to rebuild the shop stewards 
movement of the 1970s. It has 
organised well-attended meetings 
with a good spread of unions repre- 
sented, including both white collar 
and blue-collar sectors. 

During the postal strike last year, 
NSSN activists in the CWU were able 
to co-ordinate a campaign against 
the sell-out deal. It has also played 
a significant role in supporting 
workers who are striking at the 
homelessness charity Shelter; dis- 
tributing information and provid- 
ing solidarity with other disputes; 
it has defended activists witch-hunt- 
ed by management (Karen Reiss- 
mann of the Manchester mental 
health trust workers, Ricky Jones 
of the school caretakers in Hack- 
ney) and in some cases even by their 
own unions (Tony Staunton of 
Plymouth Unison). 

All this is vital, as is the campaign 
to rebuild strong workplace repre- 
sentation and democracy, a network 
of shop stewards across the coun- 
try. But the NSSN has built a severe 
self-limitation into its foundations. 

Point 3 in its founding statement 
promises that the NSSN: “would not 
encroach on the established organ- 
isation and recruitment activity or 
interfere in the internal affairs and 
elections of TUC affiliated trade 
unions or the functions of the TUC.” 

Workers Power supporters 
opposed this at the founding con- 
ference of the NSSN, pointing out 
that coordinated action across the 
unions is impossible without “inter- 
fering in the internal affairs” of 
unions whose leaderships are fail- 
ing to mobilise. This pledge - if it 
were adhered to - would mean tac- 
itly supporting such leaders against 
their members, or at the very least 
refusing to challenge them. Indeed 
in cases such as Tony Staunton, 


which it rightly publicises, how can 
the NSSN effectively support activists 
being attacked by their own union 
leaders if it refuses to “interfere in 
the internal affairs of TUC affiliated 
trade unions”? 

Workers Power supporters filed an 
amendment to the first NSSN con- 
ference that would have committed 
the NSSN to organising action inde- 
pendently of union officials where 
necessary. It is no accident that this 
was the only amendment that the 
conference’s organising committee 
- comprising members of socialist 
groups including the Socialist Party 
and the Permanent Revolution group 
-decided should not be debated or 
voted on at the conference. 

Therefore, while the NSSN might 
allow verbal criticisms of trade union 
leaders, it doesn’t organise action to 
challenge them. 

While it may organise meetings in 
support of public sector unions 
that are balloting for strike action, it 
refuses to mount a campaign or 
call for the setting up of joint com- 
mittees, even NSSN networks, that 
can unify the struggles. This too is 
embodied in its founding statement: 
“The network would support official 
Campaigns and __ industrial 
disputes...existing workplace com- 
mittees and trades councils”, but no 
mention is made of initiating actions 
or organisations. 

At its founding conference, the 
NSSN pledged to “organise at region- 
al level conferences of work shop 
stewards and workplace represen- 
tatives to build regional shop stew- 
ards networks, and to mobilise the 
local unions in support of those in 
struggle.” Yet, while the NSSN pro- 
vided a forum for CWU activists to 


‘get together during last year’s dis- 


pute, it failed to organise cross union 
meetings or conferences to rally sup- 
port for the CWU. Instead meetings 
were organised by individuals, small 
groups such as Workers Power, or 
local trades councils. 

By calling itself a shop stewards’ 
movement, the NSSN fails to bring 
in those activists who do not yet hold 
positions as workplace representa- 
tives or are local or national fulltime 
officials - in effect it prefers to base 


itself on the existing stewards and 
officials rather than looking to new 
layers of workers emerging from the 
public sector strikes or other dis- 
putes. 

The NSSN strategy is dominated 
by the old 1970s Communist Party’s 
“broad left” strategy which was 
subordinated to electing left officials 
such as Hugh Scanlon and Jack 
Jones. Except of course it is Bob Crow 
and Mark Serwotka who will play this 
role today. But where these leaders 
fail or allow themselves to be taken 
prisoner by more right wing forces 
on their NECs, union militants are 
left leaderless. They only can wait till 
the rank and file elect another left 
official. 

Workers Power believes the NSSN 
must become a rank and file move- 
ment to effectively oppose manage- 
ment and to act against the official 
leaders when necessary. Opposition 
to this from centrist groups which 
however between reformism and rev- 
olutionary politics such as the Social- 
ist Party and the SWP, is a sign of just 
how limited their ‘independence’ is 
from the trade union officialdom. 

The NSSN needs to organise 
across the unions, challenge the mis- 
leadership of the bureaucrats and 
fight for rank and file control of the 
unions, so that they can be more 
effective in the class struggle. 









National Shop 
Stewards Network 


2nd conference 


Saturday 28 June 2008 
11.30am - 


Registration from 10.30am 
South Camden Community School 
Charrington Street, London NW1 1RG 


Speakers include: Bob Crow (RMT), Mark Serwotka (PCS), Brian 
Caton (POA), plus shop stewards from disputes around the country 


www.shopstewards.net 


Already accelerating inflation is 
driving workers to take action to 
defend living standards. As the world 
recession starts to bite, we will be 
forced to pay a high cost for it or 
mount a fight back on a scale we have 
not witnessed for many years, The 
union leadership is woefully unfit for 
purpose. 

For this reason alone a rank and 
file movement cannot be indifferent 
to the national leadership in the 
unions. It should stand candidates 
in elections on a clear programme 
for union democracy, militant action 
and the necessity for political action 
- which with New Labour in freefall 
means a new working class party. 

We will still need full time organ- 
isers, researchers and administrators 
to serve the members, but we do not 
need a privileged bureaucracy to rule 
over us - it must be dissolved. This 
can be done by: 

¢ regular election ofall union offi- 
cials: instantly recallable by a 
simple majority of their electors; 

¢ all officials to be paid the aver- 
age wage of their members; 

* all disputes, strikes and negoti- 
ations to be under the democrat- 
ic control of those in dispute 
through mass meetings and the 
election of strike committees 
at them. 











4.30pm 









www. fifthinternational.or 


Workers Power 326 — June 2008 * 9 





BRITAIN’S THIRD CAMP 








long with the USA, Britain has 
A=: one of the main belligerent 

parties in the wars of plunder in 
lraq and Afghanistan. One of the main 
points of support for British capitalism’s 
wars has been the refusal of the leaders 
of the British labour movement to take 
effective action in defence of the victims 
of imperialism and against our rulers’ 
military adventures. 

At the height of the antiwar movement 
of 2002-2003, when millions were 
appalled by the US/UK war drive and saw 
through Bush and Blair's “war on terror” 
demagogy, huge numbers took to the 
streets not merely in opposition to war but 
in outright solidarity with the Palestinians 
and lragqis. Among the peace placards and 
union banners, Iraqi and Palestinian flags 
flew. Directly anti-imperialist slogans 
resonated in the crowds. When George 
Galloway declared immediately after the 
US invasion of Iraq that the only people 
fighting legally were the lraqi army, 
everyone knew what he meant 








Yet, the official union leaders sat on 
their hands and took no action. The 
antiwar movement failed to achieve its 
goals and the wars have dragged on 
effectively unchallenged by the British 
working class movement. 

As communists have long recognised, 
the main social basis for these 
treacherous leaders is the existence of a 
large “aristocracy of labour” in Britain - a 
privileged minority of the working class 
whose relatively comfortable conditions 
of life and “respectable” social outlook 
have been shaped by better pay and 
conditions than the rest of the working 
class. 

Small wonder then that these labour 
aristocratic ideas should permeate the 
socialist movement too. As the mass 
antiwar movement has declined, and as 
the imperialist propaganda machine has 
regrouped with attacks on those who 
dare question the “dignity” of the armed 
forces, more credence is being given to 
those small voices on the left that 


Alliance for Workers Liberty 


On the fence in the class war 


question communists’ traditional 
unconditional support for oppressed 
peoples fighting imperialism. 

In this special supplement, we examine 
two trends that represent this view. The 
first is the Alliance for Workers Liberty, 
which shamefully refuses to support the 
call for the immediate withdrawal of 
troops from Iraq. The second is the new 
and growing campaign Hands off the 
People of Iran, which expresses deep 
confusion about the tasks of the left with 
regard to threats of war against Iran and 
the tasks of socialists in the belligerent 
western nations. Finally, we look at the 
ideology that underlies both phenomena: 
the notion of the so-called Third Camp’ 
which we regard as nothing more than a 
fig leaf of “working class” policy for 
people who are abandoning the real duty 
of socialist workers to fight for the defeat 
of their own ruling class in times of war 
and to promote the victory of oppressed 
nations in their resistance to imperialist 
domination. 








apologists for imperialism 


Simon Hardy and Luke Carter unpick the AWLs leaderships’ arguments against the slogan 
“Troops out” of Iraq, and find that they are apologists for imperialism 


is divided three ways on the Iraq 
occupation. Two tendencies within the 
organisation are questioning the leadership’s 
line. One argues for “Troops out”, while the 
more principled tendency proposes the clear 
and unequivocal slogan, “Troops out now”. 

The leaders of the AWL argue that social- 
ists should not fight for the withdrawal of US 
and British troops from Iraq and Afghanistan. 
They claim that, were the occupation to end 
immediately, reactionary Islamic forces would 
annihilate the Iraqi labour movement. Some 
comrades in the organisation are challeng- 
ing this shameful position. To assuage 
their fears one of their leading members, 
Martin Thomas, published a “questions and 
answer” on the slogan of “Troops out”, in the 
run up to their recent conference. 

Thomas’ argument has a Marxist veneer 
only insofar as he expresses a concern for the 
Iraqi working class, and suggests that this is 
the basis for the AWL’s refusal to call for 
Troops out. Not withstanding this, Martin 
Thomas offers little in the way of serious 
Marxist analysis or strategy, choosing instead 
to appeal to “common sense” arguments that 


Ts Alliance for Workers Liberty (AWL) 


would not be out of place in The Guardian. 


From the “third camp” to the 
imperialist camp 

Thomas’ argument is hinged on the view that 
there are two forces engaged in fighting in 
Iraq: on the one hand, the imperialist occu- 
pying troops and, on the other, the “reac- 
tionary anti-imperialists” in the form of the 
“sectarian clerical-fascist militias”. If asked to 
choose, Thomas is quite clear that he thinks 
the latter are worse. He argues: 

“The US/UK occupation is bad. The imme- 
diately available alternative to it is throwing 
Iraq into the hands of sectarian clerical-fas- 
cist militias, who will fight it out among them- 
selves. That is also bad, in fact worse.” 

Thomas continues by claiming to spurn 
both sides in this reactionary conflict, argu- 
ing that the AWLs role is to support the “third 
camp” of the working class. He writes that it 
is not the job of the AWL to counsel “the work- 
ing class on which among the bourgeois alter- 
natives immediately available is the lesser evil 
and therefore should be supported. We are for 
the working class creating its own alterna- 
tives - the Third Camp.” 


Observant readers will already spot a sleight 
of hand. On the one hand, Thomas does not 
want to take sides in the conflict between the 
imperialist occupiers and the Iraqi resistance. 
But just a few sentences earlier, it was Thomas 
who tacitly took sides in the conflict, arguing 
that the triumph of the “sectarian clerical-fas- 
cist militias” was “also bad, in fact worse” than 
the occupation. 

What else could this mean other than that 
Thomas sees the occupation as providing some 
kind of security for the working class against 
the “clerical-fascist” resistance? This is not a 
mysterious “third camp” but grossly misplaced 
reliance on the occupation as defenders of the 
Iraqi labour movement. 

His comrade Mark Osborne has recently 
claimed at an AWL school that Moqtada al- 
Sadr has a policy of “killing trade union- 
ists”. In a recent letter to Workers Power, Sari 
Ramadani summarised nicely what the AWL’s 
attitude amounts to: 

“It is despicable of the Alliance for Workers 
Liberty to absolve the occupation and accuse 
the Sadr movement of assassinating trade 
unionists. It is the occupation tanks, jets 
and police-state tactics, which are trying to 


-_ 
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crush the struggle of Iraq’s working 
class and its trade unions. Like you, 
I don’t have any illusions about Sadr, 
but one has to base one’s analysis of 
Iraq on the facts and not on a pack of 
lies.” 

Thomas uses the resistance as a 
bogeyman. By labelling all those who 
resist imperialism as “clerical-fascists”, 
he wants to absolve the AWL of the 
need to support the democratic rights 
of the Iraqis to decide their own future 
- something that is naturally impos- 
sible while the country remains under 
occupation. For any consistent demo- 
crat - let alone socialist - it is elemen- 
tary that you have to support the basic 
democratic rights of Iraqis to organ- 
ise militarily to repel the occupying 
army. 


“Clerical-fascist” bogeymen 
The use of the term “fascist” to describe 
these forces is intended to rouse the 
emotion of AWL members - after all, 
how could socialists ever support the 
actions of fascists? In fact, Thornas uses 
the term without much attention to 
its actual meaning. 

For Marxists, “fascist” is the term 
assigned to the shock troops of the 
enraged middle class, whose aim is to 
smash up the organised working class, 
in the service of the big bourgeoisie. 
We should not extend the term fascist 
to simply include any political force, 
which has recourse to violence or 
appeals to reactionary ideology. The 
instability of bourgeois politics in most 
of the world oppressed by imperialism 
means that even ordinary capitalist 
parties employ violence regularly 
against political opponents or jour- 
nalists, who criticise them - 
Bangladesh springs to mind. But to 
label them fascists would run the risk 
of failing to alert the working class 
to a real fascist threat, when it does 
emerge. 

However, let us assume for the sake 
of argument that Moqtada al-Sadr and 
his supporters are fascists - in the clas- 
sical Marxist sense of the word. What 
should our attitude be to them and 
any other “fascist” (again, for the sake 
of argument) forces that are thrown 
into conflict with the occupation? 

Trotsky confronted this question 
directly in the 1930s. He speculated 
hypothetically that the semi-fascist 
regime in Brazil would enter into con- 
flict with Britain. On whose side 
should the working class be? Trotsky 
was unequivocal: 

“T will be on the side of ‘fascist’ 
Brazil against “democratic” Great 
Britain. Why? Because, in the conflict 
between them, it will not be a ques- 
tion of democracy or fascism. If 
England should be victorious, she will 
put another fascist in Rio de Janeiro 


and will place double chains on Brazil.” 

Trotsky drew this conclusion because 
a) he knew that a defeat for imperial- 
ism would be a victory for all those 
oppressed by it across the world; and 
b) he wanted the working class to come 
to the head of the anti-imperialist 
struggle in the event of any war. 

Take the example of Iran as a closer 
analogy. Here you have a reactionary 
theocratic regime, which may be 
attacked by Israel or the United States. 
In the event of this attack, what would 
the message of Marxists be to the Iran- 
ian working class? We would certain- 
ly seek to use the crisis to bring down 
the Iranian regime. But we would not 
for amoment oppose the actions of the 
Iranian state, aimed at repelling the 
imperialist invader. 

Our unconditional message would 
be “Victory to Iran!” But we would link 
this to the fight for workers’ control in 
the armaments factories, democratic 
councils in the army, full political rights 
for women, and so on. In short, we 
would wage a political struggle against 
the theocracy, while also giving uncon- 
ditional support to the military strug- 
gle to defeat the attack of the United 
States or Israel. 

The occupation of Iraq is different 
only in the following sense. Here, you 
have a country under occupation by an 
imperialist power. The US is already in 
power rather than fighting for power 
in a war. But there is armed resistance, 
mainly led by reactionary forces. Like 
the Iranian regime, these forces are 
also enemies of the working class - they 
want to oppress the rights of women, 
the working class and so on. Howev- 
er, the question remains: how do we 
effectively fight their influence on the 
masses? 

The answer is by fighting for a unit- 
ed front with these forces. “But hang 
on” the AWL leadership would say, “how 
can you have a united front with 
reactionaries?” 


United front 
This response belies a misunderstand- 
ing about the united front policy in gen- 
eral. The united front always involves 
a political struggle. In Germany in the 
1930s, Trotsky proposed a united front 
of the communists and social democ- 
rats - these were the very social democ- 
rats, who assassinated Rosa Luxem- 
burg. But for Trotsky, this moral 
question was irrelevant. The point was 
a united front of the mass organisa- 
tions - organised in councils of action 
from below - was the best means to 
expose in practice the treachery of 
the social democrats, defend the class 
from the Nazis, and prepare the way for 
the working class seizing power, based 
on the anti-fascist committees. 

By placing demands on the leaders 


of the resistance to have a united front 
with the working class, we can break 
their influence and expose their treach- 
ery in struggle. After all, look at the 
series of ceasefires Sadr has called, and 
how his ministers once participated in 
the puppet government. These facts 
can be used against Sadr - as can any 
reactionary attacks he carries through 
on workers or women - but they will 
only be effective, if the working class 
dernands that all forces in Iraq (includ- 
ing Sadr’s Mahdi army) unite in strug- 
gle to break the hold of the imperialist 
occupation. 

In this case it is totally possible and 
permissible to organise democratic 
forums of resistance (similar, for exarmn- 
ple, to the popular committees of the 
first intifada in Palestine) to coordinate 
the struggle against the common 
enemy: in short, to fight for a united 
front “from above” and “below”, as the 
Trotskyists did in Germany during the 
1930s. 

In this way the Iraqi masses will see 
that the revolutionary socialists are not 
afraid to fight, but, on the contrary, want 
to lead the resistance movement and 
have a more progressive programme 
for the movement (e.g. for the nation- 
alisation under working class control 
of the oil industry) than their current 
reactionary leaders. When whole 
regions or towns (Fallujah, Mosul, Sadr 
City, etc.) have risen up in revolt, it is 
clear that this movement is not sim- 
ply limited to small bands of Islamic 
fighters, but at key moments has 
involved whole layers of Iraqi society. 

To return to the question of “cleri- 
cal-fascism”, it is clearly necessary to 
expose the lie that, simply because a 
resistance movement is led by Islamists, 
it is automatically “fascist”. The expe- 
rience of the Lebanese Communist 
Party militias in Lebanon, fighting 
alongside Hezbollah against Israel, and 
of the joint work between the Popu- 
lar Front for the Liberation of Pales- 
tine and Hamas in Gaza both demon- 
strate that the AWL leadership’s 
single-minded obsession with “Islamo- 
fascism” (one they share with such pro- 
war writers as Nick Cohen of The 
Observer) is totally at odds with the 
reality on the ground. On the contrary, 
under the pressure of the masses’ desire 
for unity, workers’ organisations and 
Islamists have taken common actions 
against occupying forces. 


The inevitable destruction of 
the labour movement? 
Thomas quotes the AWL’s historic 
leader Sean Matgamna approvingly: 
“The immediate or, in Barry Finger’s 
expression, ‘precipitous’ withdrawal of 
the occupying troops would, most like- 
ly, lead to three-way sectarian (Sunni, 
Shia) and national (Kurdish) civil war... 
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In those conditions, the nascent Iraqi 
labour movement - which is our cen- 
tral concern - would probably be 
destroyed.” 

Would it? No, not necessarily, not if 
the working class was armed and had 
drawn mass support by declaring loud- 
ly and clearly that it was a consistent 
defender of the Iraqi people, and that 
its cadres had fought against the hated 
occupation. Let us remember how 
Islamist resistance movements became 
so popular in Lebanon, Palestine and 
Iraq? Because the secular (usually Stal- 
inist led) forces capitulated, and ceased 
fighting the imperialists or Zionists. 
The Islamists filled the gap, and rallied 
the majority behind them. 

But let us think more carefully about 
what it means to say that in conditions 
of a “precipitous withdrawal” the labour 
movement “would probably be 
destroyed”. Well, the question is what 
exactly is the alternative to a precipi- 
tous withdrawal - a steady, phased with- 
drawal? Under what conditions would 
the Americans do this - given we are 
now five years into the occupation? 

The answer, of course, is: once they 
have won, and secured a stable pro-US 
regime in Baghdad, or managed the 
break up of the country into a series of 
client states. How exactly would the 
working class - in an Iraq, which was 
enslaved to imperialism in this man- 
ner - be in a stronger position? 

The US occupations of Italy and 
Japan after the World War II provide 
excellent examples of how imperialism 
treats the working class in such situ- 
ations - with formal democratic rights, 
but alongside the most repressive extra- 
parliamentary repression that you care 
to imagine. 

Confronted with a general strike in 
Japan in 1947, US General Douglas 
MacArthur had the leaders of the trade 
unions brought to his office at gun- 
point, and demanded they call off the 
strike. Or look at the creation of the 
secretive Gladio network in Italy, whose 
aim was to launch a military coup if the 
communists ever came close to taking 
power. These clear examples should dis- 
pel the illusion of any honest observ- 
er that imperialism would provide a 
breathing space for the working class. 


Leaders 

Of course, the imperialists are not 
against promoting certain leaders of 
the workers’ movement, so long as it 
is in their interests - for instance the 
Iraqi Communist Party, which joined 
the government at the start of the 
occupation. The imperialists helped 
_ them to build their “free trade unions” 
as a bulwark against the more inde- 
pendent and radical trade unions, and 
to tie the working class politically and 
organisationally to a pro-imperialist 


party in a quisling government. Impe- 
rialism will only allow the creation of 
a workers’ movement that is totally 
subordinated to the interests of the 
imperialists. 

Principally, this means the econom- 
ic plundering of the country, through 
extraction of its raw materials and the 
theft of industry, in the form of privati- 
sation to foreign multinationals. Any 
serious strikes against this project will 
be met with, first, the Iraqi police, then, 
the Iraqi army and, finally, the impe- 
rialist troops - sent in to “keep order” 
and “protect democracy”. The protec- 
tion offered the working class by the 
occupation is illusory and those, who 
spread this illusion, are doing the work 
of public relations hacks for the Wash- 
ington/London war machine. 

Furthermore, what exactly makes 
the destruction of the labour move- 
ment in a precipitous withdrawal 
inevitable? This is a frank admission 
that the AWL - despite its nominally 
proletarian orientation - has no faith 
in the working class’ ability to come 
to the head of the national liberation 
struggle. The force that leads the resist- 
ance will be in the best position to take 
power, when the troops leave. In short, 
to abstain from the fight to rid the 
country of imperialist troops is to 
abstain from the struggle for power. 


Communist movement 

Forget the AWL's bourgeois “common 
sense” logic and learn from the Com- 
munist movement. 

The Communist International 
summed up a clear analysis of what 
must be said in 1922: 

“The Communist International, 
though well aware that in different his- 
torical circumstances fighters for 
national political independence can be 
very different kinds of people, gives its 
support to any national revolution- 
ary movement against imperialism. 
However, it still remains convinced 
that the oppressed masses can only be 
led to victory by a consistent revolu- 
tionary line that is designed to draw 
the broadest masses into active strug- 
gle and that constitutes a complete 
break with all who support concilia- 
tion with imperialism in the inter- 
ests of their own class rule.” 

The communist movement thus 
established critical but unconditional 
support for all anti-imperialist strug- 
gles as a principle. But they recognised 
that this is just one component of a 
communist programme for the liber- 
ation of the oppressed. This must 
included class struggle demands, 
like the formation of militant unions, 
strikes in the workplaces for econom- 
ic and political demands, women’s 
rights, and, above all, the arming of 
the working class - not only to defend 


itself from attack by imperialists or 
reactionaries, but also to go on the 
offensive against the imperialist occu- 
pation. The point then - as it remains 
today - is that, when revolutionaries 
refuse to raise clear slogans of class 
independence, coupled with consis- 
tent anti-imperialist positions, they 
will be outflanked and eventually 
defeated by the bourgeois nationalists, 
as happened tragically in Iran 1979. 

The Comintern continued: 

“The refusal of Communists in the 
colonies to take part in the fight 
against imperialist tyranny, on the pre- 
text of their supposed ‘defence’ of inde- 
pendent class interests, is the worst 
kind of opportunism and can only dis- 
credit the proletarian revolution in 
the East. No less harmful, it must also 
be recognised, is the attempt to 
remain aloof from the struggle for the 
immediate everyday demands of the 
working class in the interests of 
‘national unity’ or ‘civil peace’ with 
the bourgeois democrats. A dual 
task faces the Communist and work- 
ers’ parties of the colonial and semi- 
colonial countries: on the one hand, 
they are fighting for a more radical 
answer to the demands of the bour- 
geois democratic revolution, directed 
towards the winning of national polit- 
ical independence; on the other hand, 
they are organising the masses of 
workers and peasants to fight for their 
own class interests, making good 
use of all the contradictions in the 
nationalist bourgeois democratic 
camp. By putting forward social 
demands, Communists will stimulate 
and release revolutionary energy, 
which can find no outlet in liberal 
bourgeois demands. The working class 
of the colonies and semi-colonies must 
be firmly convinced that it is only the 
overall intensification of the struggle 
against Great Power imperialist 
oppression that can promote it to rev- 
olutionary leadership. On the other 
hand, it is only the political and eco- 
nomic organisation and the political 
education of the working class and the 
semi-proletarian layers that can 
increase the revolutionary scope of the 
anti-imperialist struggle.” 

AWL leaders will no doubt protest 
that we are no longer in the epoch 
where these policies applied. This is a 
question for another article, and anoth- 
er time. But when US and British 
forces are engaged in brutal and 
reactionary occupations, systematical- 
ly denying the democratic and nation- 
al rights of the Iraqi and Afghan peo- 
ple, we see no need to dump the 
Communist International’s pro- 
gramme. Our message to AWL mem- 
bers remains the following: start a fun- 
damental consideration of the politics 
and method of the AWL. 
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Hands off the People of 





lran: campaign for action 


or propaganda bloc? 





Andy Yorke and Luke Carter take a closer look at Hopi and ask if it’s a campaign for building 
action in solidarity with Iran, in the event of a US/Israel attack, or is it an organisation aimed 
at making propaganda for a neutral position in a military conflict between Iran and the West? 


ands off the People of Iran (Hopi) 
Hesse itself as a campaign against 

an attack on Iran by the United States 
and in support of the struggles of Iranian 
workers, youth and women against Iran’s 
repressive theocratic regime. 

It was initiated by Iranian activists, who 
had criticisms of the policies of the Stop the 
War Coalition (StWC) leadership in general 
and the Socialist Workers Party (SWP) in par- 
ticular. They accused the StWC and its pre- 
dominant force, the SWP, of being soft on 
political Islam and even acting as apologists 
of the Iranian regime. This theme was 
taken up by Weekly Worker of the Commu- 
nist Party of Great Britain (CPGB). 

Hopi's current secretary Yassamine Math- 
er wrote in Weekly Worker in February 2007 
that StWC/SWP had “deliberately watered 
down the politics of the movement - to the 
extent of avoiding any critique of political 
Islam... and taking up ‘Islamo-friendly’ slo- 
gans and positions.” She singled out for attack 
the slogan, “We are all Hezbollah now” used 
in the 2006 demonstrations against Israel’s 
invasion of Lebanon, when Hezbollah led the 
resistance, and claimed that the SWP had 
dropped its own principles and slogans in the 
antiwar movement. 

It is certainly true that the Campaign 
Iran speaker at the November 2007 Stop 
the War conference (and at previous StWC 
meetings) went out of her way to excuse the 
crimes of the Iranian regime, claiming it was 
a democracy, downplaying its anti-Semitism 
and so on, with the SWP uncritically support- 
ing many of these arguments. Leading SWP 
members on the platform were correct to 
emphasise that the antiwar movement had 
to concentrate on defending Iran from US 
threats - but they should have made clear 
their differences with these other claims. 

The 2007 conference took the ludicrous 
decision to deny Hopi an affiliation to the 
coalition - despite the campaign being 
unequivocal in its call for the withdrawal of 
US and UK troops from the Gulf, which is the 
central demand of the StWC. In his execu- 
tioner’s speech at the conference, Andrew 
Murray, on behalf of the officers of StWC, 
accused the Hopi founders of trying to build 


an alternative to the Coalition. 

As a result Hopi was formally launched at 
a December 2007 conference with a founding 
staternent opposing both imperialist war and 
the Iranian regime, in contrast to StWC’s cen- 
tral slogan of Troops out now/stop the war. So, 
is Murray right, is Hopi’s intention to build an 
alternative to the StWC, and should the anti- 
war struggle in Britain link opposition to impe- 
rialism with opposition to the Iranian regime? 

Even more importantly, if we are serious 
about stopping a future war on Iran, is it not 
the case that the Stop the War Coalition 
remains the best possible vehicle to do it? So 
why a build special campaign, such as Hopi, 
to focus on this? Or is Hopi a campaign, whose 
central point is to build solidarity with 
repressed opposition activists and organisa- 
tions in Iran? 

Of course Workers Power recognises that 
the issues are linked to one another, in the 
sense that the Iranian working class is the 
only force that can lead a successful strug- 
gle against US imperialism and against cler- 
ical dictatorship at home. But in the event 
of an imperialist attack on Iran, the working 
class must not only defend the country against 
a possible Iraq-style occupation, alongside the 
troops and other military forces of the regime 
in the first instance, but also, by it determi- 
nation and militancy, come to the head of this 
justified and progressive struggle, thus put- 
ting itself in the best place to overthrow the 
theocratic regime as soon as possible. 

The first tactic is the “anti-imperialist unit- 
ed front” - a tactic adopted by the Fourth Con- 
gress of the Communist International before 
its Stalinist degeneration. The second - a ques- 
tion of strategy, not of episodic tactics - is 
the programme of permanent revolution, 
whereby the working class both fulfils and goes 
beyond democratic tasks (including national 
independence from imperialism). 

This position is known as revolutionary 
defencism and is totally consistent with a par- 
allel policy in the imperialist attacker coun- 
tries - revolutionary defeatism. We in the impe- 
rialist heartlands must seek - by the widest 
mass mobilisations and militant direct action 
- to break the will of our rulers to carry on the 
war, i.e. we seek the defeat of our “own side” 


quite simply because it is not our own side. 

But to make opposition to the theocratic 
regime a condition for supporting Iran in a 
war against the US and its British ally would 
unnecessarily narrow the forces of opposition 
in Britain. In Iran it could be a pretext for stand- 
ing aside from the national struggle, thus iso- 
lating and condemning to impotence any work- 
ing class forces, which took up this disastrous 
position. 

We came to the following conclusions. First 
among these is our concern that Hopi is noth- 
ing more than a propaganda bloc that splits 
the difference between third campism and rev- 
olutionary defeatism. 


What should be the objectives of the 
antiwar movement in the imperialist 
countries? 

It goes without saying that Hopi’s main two 
slogans - No to imperialist war! No to theo- 
cratic regime! - are ones that Workers Power 
and most democrats and socialists would gen- 
erally agree with. We are opposed to any war 
against Iran, but we are also opposed to the 
Iranian regime. By extension we are against 
all dictatorial or religious states, and fight 
for secularism and democratic rights as part 
of the struggle for socialism. 

Nor do we believe that the imperialist aggres- 
sion against Iran obliges us to tone down or 
suppress our opposition to this regime. Indeed 
in our propaganda during the current two- 
year sabre rattling against Iran, as in the run 
up to the 2003 Iraq war, Workers Power has 
put forward demands that link the struggle in 
such serni-colonial states against an imperi- 
alist attack to the revolutionary struggle by 
the working class to overthrow the regime 
itself and fight for socialism. 

In 2003, as the war became a certainty, we 
advanced the slogan “Victory to Iraq”, and 
called for the defeat of the US and UK military 
forces, arguing that the tactic of the anti-impe- 
rialist united front was crucial to uniting all 
those in the military struggle against attack. 
We also called on socialists in Iraq to fight 
for demands that allow the working class, 
under the leadership of a revolutionary 
party, to advance to the forefront of the resist- 
ance, opening the road to a successful revolu- 
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tionary overthrow of the Saddam 
regime. 

We will adopt the same approach in 
any attack on Iran or any other semi- 
colony (the Marxist term for a the great 
majority of “third world” countries 
today that are oppressed by imperial- 
ism, exploited financially and econom- 
ically, and existing under the threat of 
the imperialism’s military might, but, 
unlike an outright colony, formally 
independent with its own government). 

However we are socialists; the STWC 
is a mass anti-war organisation that 
unites many different forces that are 
not - trade unions, bourgeois pacifist 
groups, such as CND, religious groups, 
including Islamic groups, Labour 
against the War, and so on. That is 
why we are against linking together 
these two slogans - no to war, no to 
the regime - as the basis for mass 
anti-war campaigns in the imperialist 
countries. 

In addition, such a dual slogan can- 
not but imply that the two forces in 
question - US imperialism and Iran - 
are equivalent to one another. In real- 
ity, of course, Iran has none of the 
economic, political and military power 
of US imperialism. It is not even an 
imperialist country - what other coun- 
tries does it oppress and exploit? - but, 
rather, suffers from imperialist oppres- 
sion. Raising the two slogans together 
carries with it the tacit assumption that, 
in the event of a war between the US 
and Iran, one would be neutral - when 
revolutionaries should side with Iran 
against the imperialists. Workers Power 
and, to their credit, the SWP opposed 
the attempts by the Alliance for Work- 
ers Liberty (AWL) to get the antiwar 
movement to adopt the slogans “no to 
war, no to Saddam” prior to the Iraq war 
in 2003. 

This does not mean that one should 
demand that the whole antiwar move- 
ment should adopt the slogan “Victo- 
ry to Iran”, because this would limit the 
antiwar movement to its explicitly anti- 
imperialist elements. However, the 
movement should be built around the 
call for an immediate and uncondition- 
al end to the wars and occupations. This 
can potentially mobilise largest num- 
ber of forces for the de facto anti-impe- 
rialist objective of blocking an attack 
on another country, such as Iran, or 
securing the immediate withdrawal of 
the troops in countries such as Iraq and 
Afghanistan today. 

Within such a limited basis for 
common action, we are in favour of rev- 
slutionaries making their own propa- 
ganda for their own positions, the need 
‘or defeatism in the UK and the USA, 
the need for workers to overthrow the 
ranian regime, etc. We do not need the 
sermission of Lindsey German or Mur- 
ray to do this. We have done it repeat- 


edly, raising such burning issues as the 
demand that the union leaders on StWC 
platforms be pressed to call out their 
members (as in February and March 
2003). Indeed our criticism of the lead- 
ership meant that these forces ousted 
us from the steering committee of 
StWC. But since our prime purpose is 
unity in action against the occupation 
and future attacks, we will not walk out 
in a huff or create a tiny imitation of an 
antiwar campaign. 


An alternative to Stop the War 
Coalition? 

We think it is worth clarifying these 
principled differences we have with the 
Weekly Worker on the question of com- 
munist policy and the resistance to 
imperialism because it is the context, 
in which we have to view the whole 
Hopi initiative. Is Andrew Murray right 
to claim that Hopi is seeking to build 
an alternative to the StWC? If so, then 
we agree with Murray; the slogan of the 
StWC - Troops out now - must be the 
slogan of our movement; we have no 
need for Hopi. 

If there is a fundamental problem 
with the StWC it is that on several occa- 
sions - for example, as the occupation 
took hold in spring 2004 - it dropped 
the call for immediate withdrawal of 
troops. German even shared a platform 
with a pro-occupation Iraqi Commu- 
nist Party member at the European 
Social Forum in 2004. Similarly, a 
further problem with StWC is its fail- 
ure to build a campaign of systematic 
direct action - including strike action - 
when this was possible and necessary 
in 2003. But these faults are hardly 
solved by setting up a third campist 
alternative “political centre” either with- 
in it or outside it. We need to fight with- 
in the StWC for militant direct action 
and against any concessions to the 
“troops home sometime” argument of 
the Liberal Democrats et al. 

We do not need a third campist anti- 
war campaign - far from it. Murray also 
pointed to formulations from Weekly 
Worker to make his case. For example, 
he used the following quote from an 
aggregate the CPGB held last year: 

“An important goal is to establish a 
viable alternative political centre to the 
rotten politics of the Stop the War Coali- 
tion and Campaign Iran. Obviously the 
main purpose is to oppose any attack 
on Iran by imperialism, but also, and 
crucially, to support working class 
resistance to the theocracy. Whenever 
any country is attacked there is a ten- 
dency to tone down criticism of the 
regime, and we need a conscious, prin- 
cipled effort to avoid such a drift. We 
are attempting to build links with 
groups of workers and protesters in Iran 
- such support always has the materi- 
al effect of boosting morale of those 


struggling against autocracy.” 


Debating perspectives 

There is more confusion that clarity 
here. On the one hand, formulations 
like the “rotten politics of the Stop the 
War Coalition” confirm that Hopi is 
indeed perceived as an “alternative pollit- 
ical centre”. We do not conceive of StWC 
(or Hopi) as a “political centre”, ripe or 
rotten. We have no need for single-issue 
campaigns developing political guid- 
ance for anyone. That is the task of polit- 
ical organisations, groups or parties 
with a programme, principles, and 
members loyal to these. But immedi- 
ate and burning tasks require united 
fronts for common action. Confusion 
of these issues is a major weakness of 


the British left and a key feature of cen- 


trism - forces that vacillate between 
reformism and revolution 

Likewise, Hopi’s claim that its “main 
purpose is to oppose any attack on Iran 
by imperialism” is immediately quali- 
fied and confused by the addition: 
“but also and crucially, to support work- 
ing class resistance to the theocracy”. 
Weekly Worker's third campism is plain- 
ly on view when it states: “whenever any 
country is attacked there is a tenden- 
cy to tone down criticism of the 
regime”. 

It is plainly untrue in the imperialist 
countries that, when a war breaks out 
against a semi-colony, there is a ten- 
dency to “tone down criticism” - the 
complete opposite is true! The media is 
howling with every criticism, true 
and untrue, that can be levelled at the 
regime to justify attacking it. Pre- 
sumably, Mark Fisher, the author, 
means such a tendency exists on the 
left. While this may be true in some 
instances - for example, the Socialist 
Workers Party on occasion - the 
stronger tendency within the working 
class and even the far left is to what V.I. 
Lenin called “imperialist economism”, 
that is, refusing to side with the 
oppressed state against the imperial 
invader, because it is a capitalist state 
too, because its leaders are bourgeois 
too, because they are dictators, etc. 

The question of whether you give 
unconditional support to the forces 
fighting imperialism is the crux of the 
matter. A case Hopi and Weekly Work - 
er make frequent recourse to is the 
protest against the invasion of Lebanon 
by Israel in June 2006. For example, 
in its leaflet to the StWC conference, 
responding to Andrew Murray’s claim 
that they wanted to be an alternative, 
Hopi said: 

“Rather than becoming an ‘alterna- 
tive’ to the StWC, Hopi sees its main 
task as giving a voice within the Coali- 
tion to left activists inside Iran, who 
were deeply hurt and angered by pro- 
Hezbollah slogans raised in last sum- 
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BRITAIN’S THIRD CAMP 


tion intervened into the founding con- that could match fine words with deeds. 

ference and improved some of the The problem is that Hopi clearly per- 

founding statement’s formulations. It ceives itself as a hybrid campaign - 

also moved the deletion of the formu- including elements of solidarity work, 
\ation in the founding statement that plus making anti-imperialist and third 
called for a “nuclear free Middle East”,  campist propaganda. 

arguing, quite correctly, that semi-colo- In this respect, Hopi has something of 
nial states have aright tonuclear anidentity crisis: it does not know what 
weapons, if they so wish, in order to it is or where it is going. If it is a cam- 
defend themselves against imperialism _paign of actions to stop the war on ter- 
(but lost the vote). ror, then it is attempting to be an alter- 
Members of Permanent Revolution native to StWC - one that is far smaller, 
have argued that Hopiis not third far less likely to stop any future war. If, 
campist, by pointing to its principled —_as the quotes above suggest, it wants to 
positions on the immediate with- be an alternative “political centre” 
drawal of US/UK troops from Iraq, _ within the coalition that makes propa- 
and then contrasting this to AWL’s ganda for third campist politics, then that 
refusal to raise this demand. But in is its right, but it is not something rev- 
truth the AWL's refusal to call for the —_ olutionary defeatists are interested in. 
withdrawal of troops in Iraq - the logi- The attitude of Workers Power to the 
cal development of third campism-does whole campaign is the following: e will 
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mer’s anti-war demonstrations in Lon- 
don and elsewhere.” 
Even if it does not want to be an 
alternative, Hopi clearly does perceive 
its role as raising third campist poli- 
tics inside the StWC. This, of course, 
should be its right, and it was nonsense 
for Hopi to be excluded for this. 

But in our view, the anti-imperial- 
ist sentiment of the July 2006 demon- 
strations across Europe was to be 
celebrated, not criticised. It was a good 
thing that so many people on those 
demonstrations stood alongside 
Hezbollah in the war against Israel. 
When Israel was defeated, this was a 
victory not only for the people of 
Lebanon, but also for workers across 
the Middle East and the world. We do 
not need to give any political support 
to Hezbollah whatsoever to be along- 
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side them against Israel. not make Hopi’s founding declaration support any actions H opi calls that 
in any way inconsistent with third we agree with, but we will not sup- 
Pe rmanent confusion campist assumptions. It is quite clear _ port a propaganda bloc, which careful- 


that the CPGB sees Hopi’s founding dec- _ly words its founding statement so that 
laration as entirely consistent with its revolutionary defeatists and third 
third campist outlook, for example. campists can agree on it. Rather than 
clarifying the principled differences 
Hopi’s identity crisis between the discourse of the “third 
There is nothing wrong with third camp” anda revolutionary defeatist 
campists and revolutionary defeatists stance, sucha bloc serves only to 
uniting in a solidarity campaign with confuse it. 
Iranian workers, students and youth, If Hopi becomes a campaign of 
who oppose the regime - though one actions, then reaching programmatic 
has to say that it has not organised agreementis not necessary, as one only 
any actions, or practical solidarity needs agreement on what action to take 


Quite aware of the third campist pol- 
itics of its founders, we criticised one 
formulation in the Hopi motion to last 
autumn’s Stop the War Conference 
that stated the “Iranian regime is not 
anti-imperialist in any sense”. Our rea- 
soning, simply, was that this implies 
we do not side with the Iranian state 
in the event of war. Certainly, the Iran- 
ian regime is not consistently anti- 
imperialist, but in the event of a war 
with the USA, it will carry out military 
actions against the imperialist armies, 
which should have our support. In this 























respect, we should be pleased that the Programm e of Set that the capitalists 
Bpetirber intel oe Wisloerds wil carr ri a property 
tion, in favour of the correct formu- the League for age of "Shock and Awe’ is either 
lation: “the Iranian regime does not hopeless naivety or wilful deception. 
represent a progressive or consistent the Fifth There is only one way: their apparatus 
anti-imperialist force”. - of state repression must be overthrown 

There are also other demands we international by force. The capitalists’ monopoly of 
agree with in the founding statement. military power ~ armies, police eel 

iis cl fighting for the i - security forces, prison systems, 
diate vithdcoral Wel toners bees £1.50 €2.50 servants, jufcares~ must be smashed 
to pieces and replaced with the rule of 

Iraq and the whole gulf region. It is the working people themselves, 
opposed to Israeli expansionism and This can be done - the majority of 
aggression. It supports progressive humanity can cast off the tiny minority 
and working class forces in Iran of parasites. It will take mass 
against the regime. Hopi also took a organisation, an unambiguous strategy 
principled stance on protests for and, when the hour strikes, courageous 
imprisoned trade unionists organised and ruthless action. 
by the International Trade Union Con- Some may baulk at this, but the 
federation on 6 March. They argued eS tut skier is not decades of 
correctly that it was not permissible peace. Basing a gute? 

: civilisation on the empowerment of a few 
to support protests organised by these thousand and the impoverishment of six 
forces, because they were silent on billion is fike fodging depth charges in the 
(and have a record of complicity with) planetary core. if the logic of capitalism 
US imperialism. The founding con- left to unfold, our world will be tom 






ference also passed an amendment 
which said the “main enemy was 
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imperialism”. 


Hopi also now includes Perma- greater rprtair-le-eyaene to _— 
nent Revolution. Unlike the Weekly ane For assis a 
Worker, it is not third campist, but has Sour Weeae human history can 
a revolutionary defeatist position on truly begin, ' 


imperialist wars. Permanent Revolu- 
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sround which slogans. For example, 
‘ake the Palestine solidarity demonstra- 
Son Revolution and Workers Power ini- 
Sated in Leeds recently with Palestin- 
an activists and other leftists. This 
action was organised around very basic 
wreement - end the siege of Gaza, free- 
dom for Palestine. A solidarity campaign 
need not require a great deal of pro- 
gammatic agreement. Look at the brief 
statement of principles of the 
Telumbian Solidarity Campaign. In 
contrast, Hopi throws into its founding 
satement a whole number of program- 
matic positions. 

But, at the same time, if Hopi wants 
go down the route of hammering out 
wrogrammatic agreement, then its cur- 
eent statement is far from sufficient. 
For example, it says that it supports 
“socialism in Iran”. Naturally, we also 
swpport this - but this poses more ques- 
Sens than it answers. How exactly does 
me get socialism in Iran? What pro- 
#amme should revolutionaries advance 
m the country? If we can agree with 
opi on what the revolutionary pro- 
@amme for Iran is, then we have a prin- 
opled duty to take further steps towards 
sevolutionary unity: i.e. a common rev- 
sutionary organisation to fight for this 
srogramme. 

Of course, the problem is that we 
tmow from the outset political differ- 
ences with Hopi’s main forces are 
tkely to stand in the way of program- 
matic unity. Not only is there the dif- 
‘erence between revolutionary 
fefeatism and third campism in the 
event of a war, but we also have other 
nrogrammatic differences - for exam- 
ole, the Weekly Worker rejects the tran- 
stional programme and method. 


Propaganda 


seems very unlikely that Hopi could 
ead to real programmatic agreement 
vetween its component elements. 
Sut this makes the whole thing quite 
mroblematic for as long as it remains 
Mtle more than a propaganda cam- 
saign. In the event of any war against 
iran, either Weekly Worker, on the one 
ede, or Permanent Revolution, on the 
mher, could adopt the other’s position. 
™& more likely, the “unity” of Hands 
w= the People of Iran would effective- 
» break down, as different tendencies 
mt produce, well, different propagan- 
tem the war. 

There is something peculiarly British 
meet the drive to set up such cam- 
wmiies with a highly propagandistic 
Semeing statements over the last ten 
wanes. Look, for example, at the SWP’s 
)) sted Globalise Resistance, which 
ew wp a radical democratic, anti- 
@eiteiist but non-socialist programme 
@ Semands. It effectively collapsed - 
@@erse. surprise - when it ceased 
iit action on the streets. 


~~ 





of the 





“Third Camp” 


The Afghanistan and Iraq wars, and the threat of an imperialist 
attack on Iran, have revived arguments that socialists should 
abandon the principle of support for the oppressed nations in 
their struggle against imperialism, in favour of a supposed “third 
camp” of the working class. Dave Stockton unearths the origins of 


this debate. 


he ideas of the Third Camp, or third camp- 
T=. was a position developed by James Burn- 

ham and Max Shachtman on the eve of the 
outbreak of World War II. The announcement of 
the 1939 Stalin-Hitler pact, the division of 
Poland between them and the invasion of Fin- 
land by the Russian armed forces in 1940 led to 
enormous outrage within the liberal intelligentsia, 
and in trade union and reformist party circles. This 
was hardly surprising, since Joseph Stalin’s about- 
face brutally dumped the very forces that had, since 
1935, been central to the antifascist Popular Fronts 
(blocs of bourgeois liberals, social democrats and 
the Stalinist Communist Parties). 

Under pressure from this outrage of the demo- 
cratic petit-bourgeois strata, Burnham and Shacht- 
man abandoned the position of the Fourth Inter- 
national of defence of the USSR in wars against 
capitalist or imperialist states, and characterised 
the latter as imperialist, too. Instead they claimed 
to side with a Third Camp. 

As originally conceived by them the other two 
imperialist camps were USSR-Germany and 
Britain-France. Trotsky condemned this as a petit- 
bourgeois abandonment of a class position based 
on a class analysis of the conflicting parties. 

In Petit-bourgeois Moralists and the Proletari - 
an Party, he wrote: 

“ the “Third Camp”. What is this animal? There 
is the camp of capitalism; there is the camp of 
the proletariat. But is there perhaps a “third camp” 
- a petit-bourgeois sanctuary? In the nature of 
things, it is nothing else... But the whole trouble 
is that two warring camps do notat all exhaust the 
bourgeois world. What about all the neutral and 
semi-neutral countries? What about the United 
States? Where should Italy and Japan be assigned? 
The Scandinavian countries? India? China? We 
have in mind not the revolutionary Indian or 
Chinese workers but rather India and China as 
oppressed countries. The schoolboy schema of the 
three camps leaves out a trifling detail: the colo- 
nial world, the greater portion of mankind!” 

And, he continued: 

“Tf there exist in this world, in addition to Shacht- 
man and Burnham, only two imperialist camps, 
then where, permit me to ask, shall we put India? 
A Marxist will say that despite India's being an inte- 


gral part of the British Empire and India’s partici- 
pating in the imperialist war; despite the perfidious 
policy of Gandhi and other nationalist leaders, our 
attitude toward India is altogether different from 
our attitude toward England. We defend India 
against England. Why then cannot our attitude 
toward the Soviet Union be different from our 
attitude toward Germany despite the fact that Stal- 
in is allied with Hitler? Why can’t we defend the 
more progressive social forms, which are capable 
of development, against reactionary forms, which 
are capable only of decomposition? We not only can 
but we must... 

“As if this “third camp” (what is it? a party? a club? 
a League of Abandoned Hopes? a ‘People’s Front’?) 
is free from the obligation of having a correct pol- 
icy toward the petit-bourgeoisie, the trade unions, 
India and the USSR!” 

Trotsky’s position - indeed that of the entire com- 
munist movement in the time of Lenin - had been 
that critical support in struggles or defencism in 
wars was not based on political identification with 
their leaderships, their governments or their poli- 
cies, but on the necessity for the proletariat to defend 
its own gains and organisations - unions, parties, 
and states - however bad their leadership. This 
applied not only to workers’ organisations against 
capitalism, but also to oppressed nations against 
imperialism. 

From Trotsky’s point of view all these constitut- 
ed the camp of the proletarian revolution. Against 
this was ranged the camp of capitalism, of the world 
imperialist bourgeoisie. Of course, there were agents 
of the capitalist camp within the camp of the pro- 
letariat and the oppressed nations, races, etc. Indeed 
they occupied leading positions - as trade union 
bureaucrats that betrayed strikes and supported 
imperialist wars, as reformist party leaders who even 
shot the leaders of the revolutionary workers 
(Karl Liebknecht and Rosa Luxemburg, etc.) and 
last but not least as Stalinist bureaucrats in the 
USSR (who murdered Lenin’s old companions, Grig- 
ory Zinoviev, Lev Kamenev and Nikolai Bukharin 
as well as thousands of Trotskyists). 

A relentless struggle had to be waged to replace 
these traitors, remove them, and expel them from 
their positions of leadership. But this struggle was 
a part of the struggle to defend the unions, the par- 


16 * Workers Power 326 — June 2008 www.workerspower.com 





BRITAIN’S THIRD CAMP 


ties, the workers’ and semi-colonial 
states from attack by fascism, capital- 
ism and imperialism. 

For Trotsky all talk of a third camp 
was ducking this duty of defence, based 
on subjective political revulsion for the 
counter-revolutionary leaderships of 
these organisations or struggles. 

In A Balance sheet of the Finnish 
events, he wrote: 

“The policy of defeatism is not pun- 
ishment of a given government for 
this or that crime it has committed 
but a conclusion from the class relation- 
ships. The Marxist line of conduct in war 
is not based on abstract moral and 
sentimental considerations but on the 
social appraisal of a regime in its recip- 
rocal relations with other regimes. We 
supported Abyssinia not because the 
Negus (Haile Selassie) was politically or 
‘morally’ superior to Mussolini but 
because the defence of a backward coun- 
try against colonial oppression deals a 
blow to imperialism, which is the 
main enemy of the world working class. 
We defend the USSR independently of 
the policy of the Moscow Negus for 
two fundamental reasons. First, the 
defeat of the USSR would supply impe- 
rialism with new colossal resources and 
could prolong for many years the death 
agony of capitalist society. Secondly, the 
social foundations of the USSR, cleansed 
of the parasitic bureaucracy are capable 
of assuring unbounded economic and 
cultural progress, while the capitalist 
foundations disclose no possibilities 
except further decay.” 

Historically third campism arose to 
get ex-revolutionaries of the hook of hav- 


ing to defend the abhorrent Stalinist 
regime when that regime clashed with 
the interests of democratic imperialism. 
After all, it had been wiping out hundreds 
of thousands, if not millions of political 
opponents, workers and peasants for sev- 
eral years without Shachtman and co. 
thinking this necessitated a dumping of 
defencism. 

Shachtman to justify his characterisa- 
tion of the USSR’s war against Finland as 
imperialist, developed the idea that it was 
a new, hitherto unforeseen class society - 
“bureaucratic collectivism”. Showing his 
fundamentally eclectic method, driven 
by subjective impulses (not to outrage the 
opinions of the petit-bourgeois intelli- 
gentsia and the labour aristocracy), he went 
through a series of reformulations of what 
bureaucratic collectivism was, and what 
tactics and strategy it dictated. 

First he was defeatist only on Finland, 
remaining defencist of the USSR if it were 
attacked by imperialism (despite his char- 
acterisation of the USSR as imperial- 
ist!) At this point he considered bureau- 
cratic collectivism more progressive than 
capitalist imperialism. Then, after the 
war, he evolved back to dual defeatism 
(USSR and the USA were equally bad), 
and finally arrived at the position that the 
USSR was worse than democratic impe- 
rialism - it was indeed a sort of barbarism. 
Shactman ended up back in the Ameri- 
can Socialist Party on its anti-commu- 
nist right wing , a distinct cold warrior. 

Why is this of interest today, with Stal- 
inist regimes reduced to North Korea and 
Cuba? Largely because the Alliance for 
Workers Liberty and its predecessors 
revived Shachtman’s positions, when they 


themselves were under the pressure of 
the so-called second Cold War (1978-88). 

But as Trotsky observed, “third camp- 
ism” as a method also relates to the strug- 
gles against imperialism by semi-colo- 
nial countries. These, too, demand 
unconditional but critical support, defen- 
cism in war, without in any sense pret- 
tifying their present leaders, or ceasing 
to struggle to overthrow them, subject 
to the tasks of defence. 

Third campists like the AWL simply 
refuse to take sides, claiming their paral- 
ysed inaction is the camp of the working 
class. However, like Shachtman, they 
wobble towards preferring democratic 
imperialism, because it will supposedly 
improve the conditions for the class 
struggle (a lie as Iraq shows). 

As the issue has shifted to the defence 
of semi-colonial countries, after the col- 
lapse of Stalinism, the AWL dumped a 
great deal of Lenin’s theory of imperial- 
ism, so as to make countries like Iran 
or Argentina just as imperialist (though 
smaller and weaker) as the USA, the 
UK, etc. In fact the method of the Third 
Camp, though claiming to adopta 
third position, always tends to collapse 
back into one of the camps - that of dem- 
ocratic imperialism. 

Those wishing to genuinely defend the 
working class and the oppressed will have 
to dump the whole third campist method. 
The only camp independent of imperial- 
ism is that of the revolutionary work- 
ing class, its long-term allies (poor peas- 
ants, oppressed nations, etc.) and its 
episodic tactical allies (a semi-colonial 
regime actually resisting an imperialist 
attack). 
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LOVE MUSIC HATE RACISM 








By Alasdair Byrne 


Te rise of the fascist Nation- 
al Front in the 1970s saw the 
foundation of the explicitly 
anti-fascist and anti-racist Rock 
Against Racism which organised 
huge carnivals and concerts in 
1978. It was launched by left musi- 
cians in the winter of 1976-7 in a 
response to pro-fascist statements 
by prominent rock artists Eric Clap- 
ton and David Bowie. The former 
called on fans at a Birmingham 
concert to vote for Enoch Powell 
to stop Britain becoming a black 
colony and the latter claimed 
Britain was ready for a fascist dic- 
tator. Groups like the Clash and 
Tom Robinson played a prominent 
role in turning the tide of youth 
culture strongly against racism. 
But it is awrong to think that it was 
just concerts and carnivals that 
“stopped the Nazis. ” Before the car- 
nivals in 1977 came the militant 
London mobilisations in Wood 
Green (April) and Lewisham 
August). Thousands of antifascist 
ghters and ordinary members of 
the black community in these areas 
Srst physically harassed and then 
prevented the NF marches through 
areas with large immigrant popu- 
lations. The SWP played a key 
role in these confrontations , going 
on to initiate the Anti-Nazi League 
im the same year. 

Today Love Music Hate Racism 
LMHR), which was set up in 2002 
nan effort to fight against the rise 
of the British National Party and 
sclosely tied to Unite Against Fas- 
asm (UAF), has recently organ- 
sed its own 100,000 strong free 
anti-racist carnival in London. 
Wow, in response to the election 
w the BNP's Richard Barnbrook 
®» the Greater London Assembly 

SLA), LMHR proposes to take 
&s carnival to the streets on 21 
‘one. But the message pushed 
trom UAF and LMHR platforms 
smuch less radical than those of 
ts 1970s precursors. 

LMHR's website states the organ- 
sation's aim to “use the energy of 
mar music scene to celebrate diver- 
styand involve people in anti-racist 
and anti-fascist activity - as well 
==‘o urge people to vote against fas- 
ost candidates in elections.” But 
this focus on trying to convince 
neople to “use their vote against the 
NP” which LMHR and UAF share 
mmoles the anti-fascist movement 
matt from the start. 





So how can we stop the BNP? 





Mass action drove the fascists off the streets of Lewisham in 1977 


The main strategy which LMHR 
and UAF use to get voters out in elec- 
tions is to name and shame the BNP 
as Nazis and criminals and ask that 
people vote for any other party stand- 
ing against them. They also focus on 
building the “broadest possible 
movement”. At first glance this 
appears to be a good method; cer- 
tainly the anti-fascist movement 
needs to be broad in the sense that 
only a mass movement will be able 
to win the battle against the BNP 
and with holocaust denier, Nick Grif- 
fin as its chairman, the Nazi nature 
of the BNP should be obvious to 
all. But to beat the BNP we need to 
tackle the cause of their growth. 

Everyone except hardened anti- 
semites can agree that the holocaust 
was one of the greatest tragedies in 
history, and so by limiting itself to 
identifying the BNP as Nazis, UAF 
allows almost anyone to present 
themselves as an anti-fascist, even 
if they support racist beliefs about 
asylum seekers . The racist immi- 
gration policies of Labour and the 
Tories, combined with the demon- 
ising of Muslims and asylum seek- 
ers in the media have leant them- 
selves to a growing wave of racism, 
particularly in the form of Islamo- 
phobia, which the BNP have capi- 
talised on, for example in 2006 when 
they called on voters to turn the 
council elections into a “referendum 
on Islam”. At the same time Labour 
has betrayed its traditional working 
class driving them in elections to 
abstention, but also growing sup- 
port for the Tories and for the BNP. 


New party needed 

So when LMHR “urge people to vote 
against fascist candidates in elec- 
tions” who are they asking them to 
vote for? Apparently the answer is 


anyone but the BNP, but how can 
they expect disadvantaged, white 
workers - the group which the 
BNP7is targeting with its anti-immi- 
grant scare tactics and fake pro- 
worker rhetoric - who are often vot- 
ing BNP as a protest against Labour 
to vote for the party which has 
consistently betrayed them? The Lib- 
eral Democrats share the same pri- 
vatisation fetish, even going as far 
as to suggest privatising the prison 
system, and also want to introduce 
a National Border Force. The Con- 
servatives, traditional enemy of the 
British workers, are willing to move 
their own immigration policy ever 
rightwards in an effort to scoop up 
some of the BNP vote before the BNP 
become, a serious contender. 

In short a vote for any of the major 
political parties is a vote for con- 
tinued attacks on workers rights and 
public services, while at the same 
time ensuring the continuation of a 
racist, anti-immigrant climate in 
both government and media. These 
are the very reasons why the BNP 
continues to gain support and so the 
tactic of voting for the mainstream 
parties to keep the BNP out of power 
will only delay their electoral vic- 
tory while they continue to amass 
support. 

The BNP aims to divide the work- 
ing class by spreading lies about 
migrants and Muslims and taking 
advantage of workers disillusion- 
ment with Labour. So to prevent the 
BNP from gaining support we need 
to challenge and answer these racist 
lies wherever we come across them, 
something that UAF promises when 
it claims it will “challenge the racist 
lies and myths spread by the BNP”. 
But how can the myths be chal- 
lenged? Not by backing the main- 
stream parties which themselves 





have spread these myths in the 
first place. 

The solution to this problem lies 
in addressing the lack of working 
class political representation which 
fuels the BNP. To stop the BNP 
capitalising on white working class 
disaffection with Labour and using 
it to divide workers among ourselves, 
we need to build a new workers party, 
for the whole working class, black 
and white, including workers whose 
families have been here for genera- 
tions and migrants from Eastern 
Europe, Africa, South America and 
Asia. 

It can be done. Campaigns against 
rising prices, against Brown's pay 
cut, to defend the NHS, postal 
service and council housing, against 
the war for oil in Iraq - all these 
can unite workers of all ethnic back- 
grounds in struggle. 

If all sections of the working class 
and oppressed united, they would 
form a force effective enough to win 
these battles and in doing so togeth- 
er would come to realise that they 
have more in common with anoth- 
er worker, whatever their colour or 
country, than they do with a pro- 
business farm-owner like Nick Grif- 
fin. To organise such campaigns 
effectively a mass party is needed, 
one committed to combating fas- 
cism by fighting against its root caus- 
es in the capitalist system itself. 

Wherever the BNP has gained 
support racist attacks have increased. 
The BNP are more than a racist par- 
liamentary party like UKIP. They are 
a fascist organisation which wants 
to organise on the street to intimi- 
date Muslims, ethnic minorities and 
anyone who doesn't share their big- 
oted views through force and phys- 
ical violence. 

So in addition to answering the 
BNP's lies, we also need to be pre- 
pared to take on BNP on the streets. 
Although they try and present them- 
selves as respectable, suit-wearing 
politicians they are vicious, racist 
thugs whose strategy for taking 
power is based more on building 
up gangs of thugs on the street than 
winning seats in parliament. Wher- 
ever the BNP organise rallies, march- 
es or leafleting, anti-fascists need 
to organise to stop them. We have to 
deny them a platform for their views, 

In short we no not need a popu- 
lar front with capitalist politicians, 
bishops and celebrities - we need 
a workers united front able to 
enforce its key slogan 'No Platform 
for Fascists.' 
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Hezbollah’s doomed compromise 


Lebanon’s slide into civil war seems to have halted. Hezbollah defeated the pro-US 
government's attack but then went on to strike a constitutional deal with the government. 
Marcus Hallaby argues that this is no solution for Lebanon’s workers and poor. 





n one side stood Hezbollah, 
(i Shia based resistance 

movement that ejected the 
Israeli occupation in 2000 and 
defeated Israel's invasion in 2006. 
On the other side in Lebanon’s near- 
civil war stood Sunni Muslim and 
Druze militias backing leading pro- 
government billionaire Sa’ad Hariri, 
son of former prime minister Rafiq 
Hariri, whose assassination forced 
the withdrawal of Syrian forces from 
Lebanon in 2005. 

In May, the country was right 
on the brink of civil war when 
Hezbollah and its allies seized main- 
ly Sunni Muslim West Beirut and 
disarmed the militia of Hariri’s 
Future Movement, before handing 
it over to a Lebanese Army unwill- 
ing to side with the government. 
They were also successful in putting 
down the fighters of pro-govern- 
ment Druze leader Walid Jumblatt, 
although without damaging his 
popular base to the same extent. 
Meanwhile, Hariri’s supporters in 
the north of the country took 
revenge for their humiliation on the 
small Alawite minority in Tripoli, 
and massacred 14 pro-Syrian 
activists in Halba. 

The peace deal granted the 
Hezbollah-led opposition practical- 
ly all the demands it had made since 
its decision in December 2006 to 
withdraw from the government 
coalition and launch mass street 
protests. Hezbollah now has a third 
of the seats in a transitional cabinet 
(giving it a veto over controversial 
decisions), pending parliamentary 
elections to be held under a new 
election law favourable to Hezbol- 
lah’s Christian allies (the Free Patri- 
otic Movement of former army head 
Michel Aoun). 

In return, the opposition has 
pledged to cooperate with the pro- 
government March 14 coalition in 
electing a new President (an office 
left vacant since the expiry of pro- 
Syrian president Emile Lahoud’s 
term of office in November 2007), 
and promised in future not to use 
the “weapons of the resistance” to 
resolve internal conflicts. 

This of course is an empty prom- 
ise, as is the implication that newly 
reappointed prime minister Fouad 
Seniora will not use force either. 


Supporters of Hezbollah marking the eighth anniversary of Israel's 





troop withdrawal from southern Lebanon in May 


After all the government - and the 
Sunni, Druze and Christian sectar- 
ian parties supporting it - had just 
tried to resolve its crisis of legiti- 
macy through the use of force, ina 
failed attempt to close Hezbollah’s 
optic-cable telecoms network. It was 
this network that Hezbollah used 
to such effect in defending the coun- 
try against Israel’s 33-day bom- 
bardment in 2006. The scale of this 
latest provocation, and the complete 
unpreparedness of the official and 
pro-government forces for real fight- 
ing with Hezbollah, suggests that the 
government may have been count- 
ing on US or even Israeli interven- 
tion against a “terrorist coup d’etat”. 
In the event, George Bush and Ehud 
Olmert decided discretion was the 
better part of valour. 

The Siniora government's actions 
were a blatant attempt to start the 
disarmament of Hezbollah, the only 
effective military resistance to the 
Zionist state. This is a key US policy 
objective since Israel’s defeat in 2006, 
and the first step towards bringing 
Lebanon into a pro-US bloc con- 
fronting Syria, Iran and the Iraqi 
resistance. In this bloc too are the 
reactionary Arab regimes, principal- 
ly Saudi Arabia, Jordan and Egypt. 

It was correct for working class 
forces in Lebanon to side with 
Hezbollah’s resistance to the govern- 
ment’s attempt to disarm it. Yet 
Hezbollah’s pursuit of a rotten deal 
that gives it an enhanced place in 
Lebanon’s undemocratic confession- 
al system (where power is shared out 
on the basis of religious affiliation), 
should be condemned. Indeed the 
Islamist movement is blocking of 


genuine democratic and social 
reforms, and re-enforcing a system 
which divides of the working class 
and popular masses along religious 
lines. Despite its military resistance 
to Israel. Hezbollah’s policy there- 
fore ultimately weakens the ability 
of the Lebanese masses to resist 
Israel’s aggression and US imperi- 
alism’s regional designs. Whatever 
the courage of its resistance fighters, 
Hezbollah’s Islamist politics are 
not the answer to the problems of 
Lebanon and the Middle East. 

A principled working class party 
in Lebanon - while uniting in action 
with all forces fighting Israeli and US 
aggression - would seek to build a 
radically different axis of resist- 
ance, an alternative to Hezbollah and 
the Islamists. 

In contrast to the merry-go-round 
of elections, electoral laws and con- 
stitutional compromises, it would 
raise the slogan of a constituent 
assembly elected on the basis of 
one person, one vote, without reli- 
gious weighting, in which the rela- 
tions between Lebanon’s minorities, 
its relations with Syria, Palestine and 
the Arab world, and the question of 
what sort of social and economic 
regime - capitalist or socialist - the 
country should be based on could be 
openly debated out in front of the 
whole people. 

To convene one would require a 
working class struggle against the 
confessional system, against the sys- 
tem of capitalist exploitation 
obscured and protected by it, against 
the subordination of all the Arab 
countries to imperialism under the 
armed guard of the Zionist state. 





A starting point would be the 
struggles of the workers and exploit- 
ed classes (of all religions) against 
the pauperisation induced by neo- 
liberal globalisation. The political cri- 
sis in Lebanon is related to a massive 
economic crisis - a huge national 
debt, inflation and the collapse of 
public services that have hit the 
urban poor especially hard - an issue 
that was not even touched on at the 
so-called “peace talks” in Qatar. 

As economist Karim Makdisi 
noted, “the opposition... is more or 
less in agreement with the govern- 
ment in regards to social and eco- 
nomic policy... Both... have attempt- 
ed to sweep the main social and 
economic issues facing Lebanon 
under the carpet”, 

That the Shi’a form a large part of 
the urban poor - and that Hezbollah’s 
ally Amal more or less controls the 
trade unions - has allowed the anti- 
government opposition to exploit the 
workers’ grievances in their bid for 
power. Workers’ strikes over the min- 
imum wage and against power cuts 
have themselves been turned on and 
off, as the opposition have tried to 
prevent them acquiring a momen- 
tum of their own. 

The Lebanese Communist Party, 
for its part, has failed both to give a 
class lead to these struggles and to 
develop a force independent of the 
religious confessional parties. This 
is a consequence of its “two stages” 
theory - a legacy of Stalinism - which 
insists that the struggle for demo- 
cratic demands and national freedom 
are a separate stage that must be 
completed before the working class 
can fight for its own government. 

By contrast, the programme of 
authentic Leninism-Trotskyism bases 
itself on the strategy of permanent 
revolution: on the recognition that 
in countries like Lebanon, the bour- 
geois parties - of whatever religious 
stripe - cannot and will not lead even 
the struggle for democracy and 
national independence to a suc- 
cessful conclusion. For that, the 
working class must come to the head 
of the struggle and, on seizing power, 
must pursue its own class goals: 
the abolition of capitalism in 
Lebanon, the spreading of social rev- 
olution across the region, the forma- 
tion of a Socialist United States of the 
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Landowning elite threaten civil war - 


workers and peasants can stop them 


The Bolivian business and landowning elite - in collusion with the United States - are 
threatening to split the country rather than hand over a fairer share of its natural wealth to 
the impoverished majority. The masses need to launch an offensive to crush the secessionists, 


writes Keith Spencer 


n May just over 50 per cent of the 
] resttion in the province of 

Santa Cruz participated in a ref- 
erendum on autonomy for the 

province from the Bolivian state. 
Some 85 per cent of those who voted 
supported a de facto secession. The 
right wing prefect of Santa Cruz, 
Rubén Costas, told a delirious vic- 
tory rally: “Today we begin in Santa 
Cruz a new republic, a new state.” 

The purpose of the right wing is 
simple: to grab the oil and gas 
reserves of the country, and to 
prevent a land reform which would 
hit the big ranchers in the most 
agriculturally productive part of the 
country. 

Santa Cruz is the most populous 
of four departments which comprise 
the so-called Media Luna (half 
moon) in Bolivia’s eastern lowland 
provinces - the others being, Pando, 
Tarija and Beni. These three other 
departments plan to hold their own 
autonomy votes in June. The Media 
Luna accounts for some 60 per cent 
of the country’s gross domestic 
product, whilst containing only 35 
per cent of its population. 

President Evo Morales has agreed 
to the Bolivian parliament’s sudden 
implementation of a recall referen- 
dum for his post, that of the vice 
president and prefects of all nine 
of the country’s departments. 
Morales believes, probably correct- 
y, that he will easily defeat the recall 
vote, thus enhancing his democrat- 
i¢ mandate. 

The recall referendum is due on 
10 August. Of course socialists 
sould call on Bolivians to vote “no” 
w the recall of Morales, since those 
sting yes will be aiming to abort 
Morales’ attempt at land reform and 
sationalisation of the country’s 
»ydrocarbons. However, in the 
tepartmental referendums, social- 
sts would of course campaign for a 
vs vote, to recall those prefects who 
want to rob the masses of the wealth 

w the country. 

But what about Morales’ strate- 
©? This whole referendum game, 
be pointless attempt to win new 
temocratic mandates when the 
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Rubén Costas voting 


majority of the masses have repeat- 
edly expressed their demand for land 
reform and nationalisation of the 
huge oil and gas reserves, is a dan- 
gerous and unnecessary ploy. It gives 
the secessionists more time and 
potentially can demobilise and 
demoralise the masses. 

The right are simply not bothered 
about the niceties of the Bolivian 
constitution and will continue with 
their plans to form their own state. 
Already they are setting up a paral- 
lel administration, tax collection sys- 
tem, police and elements of an 
armed force - all with the collusion 
of the US Embassy and backing from 
Latin American and US business 
interests greedy for the mineral 
wealth of the country. US ambassa- 
dor Philip Goldberg has been chan- 
nelling money and logistical support 
to the secessionists. 

And yet, instead of countering 
these plans by decisive action, Evo 
Morales continues to talk about a 
negotiated settlement with the racist, 
anti-democratic oligarchs. The mass 
of the Bolivian people, workers, peas- 
ants, the indigenous majority, can- 
not afford such conciliation; they 
must demand the Evo Morales and 
the Movimiento al Socialismo help 
mobilise and arm the masses to fight 





for autonomy for Santa Cruz 


the right, otherwise they will be 
defenceless in the face of an outright 
secession, or a military coup claim- 
ing to “defend national unity” by giv- 
ing the right all they want. 

The coup plotters and secession- 
ist leaders should be arrested, their 
backers stripped of their property, 
their referendum “victory” annulled, 
their marches banned and their reac- 
tionary supporters driven from the 
streets. The secessionists’ support 
should be undermined by granting 
land to the poor peasants in Santa 
Cruz, and by appealing to the rank 
and file of the army to oppose the 
break-up of the country. 

All through the political crisis of 
the past two years, Morales and the 
MAS have offered negotiations with 
the oligarchs. They have postponed 
referendums on the constitution and 
land reform, undermined pensions 
reform, and retreated from full 
nationalisation of the oil and gas 
industry, which has been fought for 
by the revolutionary mass move- 
ments of the first half of the decade. 
Large sections of the peasant and 
indigenous organisations, and the 
trade union confederation Central 
Obrera Boliviana (COB), have con- 
demned these concessions and 
mobilised for more decisive action. 


The workers and indigenous peo- 
ple must demand that the MAS carry 
out its promised reforms in full and 
without paying a cent of compensa- 
tion to the reactionary plotters. 
The land bill must be enacted now; 
it would prove overwhelmingly pop- 
ular and strike at the heart of the oli- 
garchs, evaporating much of their 
social base in the countryside. The 
MAS must also fully nationalise the 
hydrocarbon industry - with no com- 
pensation - not the fraud of increased 
taxation. The land and the business- 
es of the oligarchs should also be 
taken over and run by committees of 
workers and peasants. 

The COB and the local mass coor- 
dinating bodies, like the Fejuve of El 
Alto, should take the lead in forming 
a united front of workers’, peasants’ 
and indigenous organisations to 
defeat the counterrevolutionary 
forces and their plot to keep all the 
natural wealth of the country for 
themselves. They should form mili- 
tias as a matter of urgency to defend 
progressive forces against the 
landowners and the fascistic youth 
organisations. 

While the army has kept out of pol- 
itics so far, due mainly to the fact that 
Morales has not asked it to enforce 
central decisions against the seces- 
sionists, the Bolivian people cannot 
rely on it under its present officer 
corps and high command. However 
the rank and file soldiers must be 
won over to the cause of the people, 
granted political and democratic 
rights, including the right to elect 
their own officers and NCO’s and join 
hands with the workers’ and peas- 
ants’ militias. 

Last, but not least, Bolivians need 
their own mass revolutionary party 
that is prepared to prosecute the class 
struggle against the oligarchs and 
the multinationals to the end, to the 
seizure of power, the installation of 
a workers’ and peasants’ government 
and the abolition of capitalism in 
Bolivia. The COB and other workers’ 
organisations have been debating the 
creation of their own instrumento 
politico (political instrument) - now 
is the time to do it! 
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Barack Obama’s dilemma 





of race and class 


Barack Obama is on the verge of winning the Democratic nomination for the November 
presidential elections. Yet since April, Hillary Clinton has won several states by concentrating 


on low-income white voters, suggesting that such voters will not support a black candidate. 
m could keep Obama out of the White House. 
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Andy Yorke looks at whether racis 


20 May, with only three more to go in 
arly June, Obama has claimed the nom- 
ination is “within reach.” Though Hilary 
Clinton still refuses to admit defeat, the Demo- 
cratic establishment has turned towards Obama. 
In mid-May he passed Clinton’s tally by win- 
ning a steady stream of endorsements from 
superdelegates - the 796 national party lead- 
ers, representatives, senators, and governors 
who will have the deciding vote in the nomi- 
nation. 

With defeat looming, Clinton has resorted 
to playing the race card, arguing that, almost 
regardless of the primary results, she should 
win the nomination because a black candi- 
date could not win the presidential election 
itself. Contests in West Virginia (13 May) and 
Kentucky (20 May) saw high votes for Clinton 
(67% and 65%) due in large part to racism 
among poorer white voters: Her vote among 
non-college educated whites in Kentucky rose 
to 69 percent, among whites with a family 
income below $50,000, she won 75 percent of 
the vote. Ina CBS exit poll, eight out of 10 Clin- 
ton voters said they would be unhappy with 
Obama as the Democrats’ candidate, with only 
33% willing to vote for him while 41% said they 
would vote for McCain. 


N fter his victory in the Oregon primary on 


Obama: a “post-race” candidate? 
Given the heritage of the country, race was 
always going to be a major issue in the cam- 
paign. Obama's chosen strategy has been to 
acknowledge the issue but play it down. He 
pointed to his own campaign as proof that the 
US has changed because a Black man could now 
stand for president. On the eve of his first vic- 
tory in Iowa, he argued: “People are willing to 
look beyond race, particularly on issues as 
important as who is going to lead the country.” 
He claimed his campaign would appeal to all, 
rich and poor, black and white, old and young, 
Democrat and Republican, seeking to unite 
“a divided America” with a new direction, under 
the watchwords “hope” and “change”, promis- 
ing “to heal the nation and repair the world.” 
At the same time, he insists that he takes his 
inspiration from the civil rights movement but 
balances his appeals to black history and strug- 
gle, the historic possibility of a black president, 
with a broader, populist appeal to the poor and 
working class as a whole. All this is combined 
with a coded assurance to the rich and power- 
ful that his “common-sense, practical, non ide- 


ological solutions” will not make any inroads 
into their wealth. As a result, he has been able 
not only to generate a tidal wave of “hope”, 
that is to say illusions, amongst black people and 
youth, but also to win huge financial contribu- 
tions from bankers, financiers and venture cap- 
italists, 

In order to cultivate a persona acceptable to 
the mainstream media, Obama has also stayed 
away from campaigns fighting against racist 
injustice such as the Jena 6 (black teenagers 
unjustly accused of beating a white fellow stu- 
dent at their Louisiana High School that pro- 
voked a 20,000 strong protest march in Septem- 
ber 2007). When three policemen involved in 
the fatal shooting of Sean Bell in New York City, 
were acquitted, Obama called it a tragedy, but 
argued the verdict had to be respected since the 
US is “a nation of laws”! On the economy, Obama 
has no policies to abolish the terrible poverty, 
housing crisis and failing schools that Black peo- 
ple face. His “post-race” candidacy doesn’t mean 
leaving racism behind, but leaving its roots 
untouched and ignoring its crimes. 

Indeed, the idea of a “post-race” candidacy has 
already been run over by the reality of racism in 
the US. Not only have many white voters refused 
to vote for him, all the rightwing media search 
out and circulate stories, pushing them into a 
willing mainstream media that scrutinises 
Obama more than any other candidate. 
Newsweek warned that, “the more he supports 
traditional black issues like affirmative action, 





the more that will eat into his white base of sup- 
port”. Every time a racist incident occurs, the 
media demand that he comments on it, con- 
demning him for prejudice if he takes a strong 
stand against racism. Hilary Clinton has pushed 
such stories, too, in order to advance her own 
campaign, for instance weighing in during the 
recent furore over his pastor, Jeremiah Wright. 

Wright was a Black church leader in Chicago 
and mentor of Obama who supposedly inspired 
the young lawyer to become a practising 
Christian. More importantly, membership in 
Wright's church gave Obama, educated at elite 
Harvard University and president of Harvard Law 
Review, the credibility to begin his career in pol- 
itics. Wright taught him the powerful rhetori- 
cal skills of the Black preacher and famil- 
iarised him with the story of Black suffering, 
struggle and redemption that, mixed with the 
myth of the American dream, have given him 
such an effective populist appeal. Obama thus 
obtained a passport to the Black community, 
plus the religious credentials the US media 
demand from any political figure. 


Obama's moment of truth 

However, in early March, this political oppor- 
tunism became a political nightmare as the 
media struck back at the “Obama phenomenon”, 
circulating video clips of Wright condemning 
America’s racism and imperialism, and arguing 
that the US had brought 9/11 on itself through 
its foreign policy, such as its support for “state 
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terrorism against the Palestinians and 
black South Africans”, which killed far 
more than Al Qaeda. He articulated 
_ the reality of life for many Black Amer- 
-icans, slamming the racist nature of the 
criminal justice system and the billions 
spent on the war in Iraq while millions 
languished in poverty at home. The 
rightwing radio and cable channels pub- 
licised Wright preaching not “God bless 
America” but “God damn America”! Of 
course everything Wright said was 
perfectly true, but for the US ruling class 
such media-created “crises” are a means 
_of testing out the reliability of candi- 
dates. Where did Obama stand? Would 
he be caught in the contradiction 
| between the black community and the 
wider US society, and forced to choose? 
Or was he a clever enough politician 
to keep his Black support while demon- 
_strating his total commitment to the 
state? 
| Obama finally confronted this on 18 
‘March, in Philadelphia, in a speech 
regarded as something of a tour de force. 
‘Rather than cave in to the right, he 
forthrightly stated that discrimination 
m the USA had not gone away and that 
while he did not agree with Wright’s 
statements, he could “no more disown 
him than I can disown the black com- 
munity” - precisely what the mainstream 
media, Republicans, and Hilary Clinton 
were in effect demanding. But he then 
used the incident to appeal to white 
workers and middle class people by 
showing that they too were suffering the 
effects of globalisation such as downsiz- 
ing and offshoring: 

“In fact, a similar anger exists with- 
in segments of the white community. 
Most working- and middle-class white 
Americans don’t feel that they have been 
particularly privileged by their race. 
Their experience is the immigrant expe- 
mence - as far as they’re concerned, no 
one’s handed them anything, they’ve 
built it from scratch. They’ve worked 
tard all their lives, many times only to 
see their jobs shipped overseas or their 
pension dumped after a lifetime of 
mbour. They are anxious about their 
istures, and feel their dreams slipping 
peay; in an era of stagnant wages and 
fobal competition, opportunity comes 
m de seen as a Zero sum game, in which 
sour dreams come at my expense.” 

Obama’s speech was hailed as show- 

mg unusual honesty, giving a consis- 
ent message to both Black and white, 
sther than the usual two-faced posi- 
ining of politicians who are more rad- 
ca! speaking to niche audiences while 
eng more mainstream on the TV. Sim- 
frly in his earlier Martin Luther King 
fey speech at a Black Alabama church 
ehad, quite rightly, openly addressed 
anti-semitism, anti-immigrant senti- 
sent and homophobia in some in the 
lack community, as part of his argu- 


ment that Black people cannot “walk 
alone” in the struggle for racial justice. 

However, this approach actually ends 
up soft peddling and minimising racism 
and, at the same time, it deflects white 
workers’ attention away from the evils 
of capitalism as a system and onto a nar- 
row focus on globalisation. This is safer 
ground, shared by many US bosses and 
union chiefs. His insistence that dis- 
crimination and inequality be ended in 
housing, schools, and jobs was not 
accompanied by any clear proposals 
about where the resources are to 
come from to uproot racial and social 
injustice. 

This was enough to defuse the issue in 
March. However Pastor Wright struck 
back in April with a series of interviews 
and press conferences defending his views 
and suggesting Obama's distancing was 
just a political manoeuvre. Faced with 
this, Obama finally broke with his for- 
mer pastor on 29 April, condemning 
his views as “divisive and destructive...giv- 
ing comfort to those who prey on hate.” 


Democrats and white workers 

If Obama wins the Democrats’ nomina- 
tion, the Republicans will play the race 
card ina way that will put Clinton’s efforts 
in the shade. The media will put him 
under the spotlight on every question 
that raises the race issue. 

Already in five states there are initia- 
tives opposing affirmative action (posi- 
tive discrimination policies) on the bal- 
lots. They have the backing of powerful 
tycoons like Rupert Murdoch and the TV 
stations and newspapers he owns across 
the US. In states like lowa, Vermont 
and Wyoming, up to 70 per cent of white 
males who supported Obama, never- 
theless oppose affirmative action. Con- 
sequently, Obama has sought to avoid a 
clear policy on the issue. Those that knew 
him at Harvard say he stayed out of the 
big affirmative action battles in the 1980’s. 
However, to bend the knee on this issue 
would lose him support among the black 
community. 

So, can Obama avoid falling off his 
tightrope? His hope is that many white 
working class and lower middle class 
Democrats who voted Clinton will vote 
for him when they see McCain and the 
Republican campaign. He hopes that the 
message of unity will allow him to tran- 
scend these divisions: 

“Bottom line is, I think people across 
the board are figuring out how are we 
lowering gas prices, how are we putting 
people back to work, are we going to 
make sure we’re dealing with the war 
in Iraq and starting to bring our troops 
home now. I don’t think there’s a huge 
difference between the black working, 
the white working class, suburban, urban 
rural. I think people want to see the coun- 
try make progress. So what I’m going 
to continue to do is address issues that 


affect people’s bottom lines, the issues 
they’re talking about around the kitchen 
table.” 

However, so far, Obama has been 
long on verbal support for workers, such 
as the striking Axle auto workers, while 
short on condemnation of the bosses who 
forced them and others to strike. 

What about social issues where reli- 
gious conservatism dogs many in the 
poor white and black communities alike? 
On questions like gay marriage Obama 
has equivocated. One of his biggest so- 
called “gaffes” - in fact a simple state- 
ment of truth - was to say that small- 
town Pennsylvanians were “clinging” to 
religion out of economic despair. The 
media accused him of Marxism (“reli- 
gion is the opium of the people”) and he 
immediately apologised. Taunted with 
being weak on national security, he is 
moving away from his promise to open 
talks without preconditions with Cuba, 
Iran and Hamas in Gaza. Given the 
importance of the black vote, once affir- 
mative action and similar issues are 
posed point-blank, Obama may be forced 
to come out in their defence. However, 
he could only prevent the right wing 
stirring up a racist backlash among sec- 
tions of white workers if he could also 
address their elementary class interests, 
increased wages, protecting jobs, pro- 
viding affordable housing and protec- 
tion from repossessions, providing 
free medical cover. To provide the 
resources even for the reform packages 
of his Democratic predecessors Roo- 
sevelt (the ‘New Deal’ of the 1930s) or 
Johnson (the ‘Great Society’ of the 
1960s) would today mean breaking with 
the financial interests and corporate 
backers that fund him. 

Obama's loyalty to capitalism and 
enthusiasm for free market policies in 
healthcare or to address the repossession 
crisis, make clear that this is impossible. 
Of course the same holds true on foreign 
policy like escaping the Iraq quagmire 
without undermining US imperialism’s 
interests in the Middle East. This will 
prove easier to address in heart-warm- 
ing rhetoric than in reality. 

Millions of workers, black and white, 
have bought Obama’s message of 
“change” and “hope” for a better life. They 
see his presidency as a way to begin 
reversing the sinking real wages and 
decaying social structure that decades of 
free market policies have inflicted on the 
US working class. However Obama, and 
the Democratic Party, are bourgeois 
through and through, totally committed 
to US capitalism and its imperialist 
exploitation of the globe. Until a new party 
is built by the US working class to fight 
for socialism, elections will continue to 
divert the energy of hundreds of thou- 
sands of activists in the trade union, anti- 
war, and immigrants’ rights movements 
into the dead end of the Democrats. 


22 * Workers Power 326 — June 2008 


www.workerspower.com 








Biofuels: solution to climate 





change or cause of global hunger? 


There has been a buzz around biofuels as a renewable and clean source of energy. Joy Macready 
asks whether they can replace petrol and stop climate change? 


any politicians say that bio- 
Mex are the answer to our 
dependency on oil, ensure 
national “energy security”, and 
claim that they are environmental- 
ly friendly. The European Union has 
set a target that 5.75 per cent of 
transport fuels should come from 
biological sources by 2010. George 
Bush has called on Americans to cut 
their petrol use by 20 per cent 
over a decade, mostly through a 
near five-fold increase in use of 
home grown fuels, such as ethanol. 
The term “biofuels” refers any 
fuel made from living things, or the 
waste they produce; most recently 
the focus has been on ethanol and 
diesel, made from crops, like corn, 
soya, sugarcane and rapeseed. Glob- 
al production of ethanol doubled 
between 2000 and 2005, with 
biodiesel output quadrupling. 
Studies show that biofuels pro- 
duce up to 60 per cent less carbon 
dioxide than fossil fuels. But the 
environmental benefits depend on 
how the biofuels are made; for 
instance, if coal powered electrici- 
ty is used during the production 
process, biofuels may result in 
greater emissions than using oil, 
not less. 


Food versus fuel 

Biofuels are also making the head- 
lines through bad publicity because 
land previously used for food crops 
are being turned over to biofuels. 
As Bush rails on about “energy secu- 
rity”, a billion people across the 
globe are demanding “food securi- 
ty”. Jean Ziegler, the United Nations 
Special Rapporteur for the Right to 
Food, even called biofuels a “crime 
against humanity”, claiming they 
are responsible for driving up food 
prices. 

Ziegler's statement is misleading. 
It’s true that over the past year glob- 
al food prices have increased by 43 
per cent - but it is not because bio- 
fuels are taking what would have 
normally ended up on our plates. 
Speculation on international mar- 
kets is behind much of the increase 
in food prices and multinational 
companies such as Cargill, which 
controls a quarter of all cereal 


production, have enormous power 
over the market. 

Although biofuel production has 
not (yet) played a large part in influ- 
encing the price of food, there is a 
future threat that, as countries move 
to increase biofuel production, this 
could have an impact on food supplies. 
While biofuels don’t take the food off 
someone’s plate directly, i.e. it is not 
mainly the same crops used in biofu- 
els as those that we eat, governments’ 
drive to increase the amount of biofu- 
el crops produced has led to massive 
subsidies, tax breaks and price guar- 
antees for farmers who switch from 
food crops. For example, government 
subsidies have fuelled corn-based 
ethanol production in the US - hard- 
ly the untouchable “free market”. 

To meet the 5.75 per cent EU tar- 
get would require, according to 
one study, a quarter of the EU’s arable 
land. That demand on arable land 
cannot be met in the EU or the US, 
say the scientists, so the burden is 
likely to be shifted onto developing 
countries and lead to deforestation 
for monoculture plantations. 

“Food versus fuel is not an issue 
in Brazil,” said Marcos Jank, the pres- 
ident of Unica, the Brazilian Sugar 
Cane Industry Association. Brazil 
leads the world in biofuel production 
and use, making about 16 billion 
litres per year of ethanol from its sug- 
arcane industry. Yet 31 per cent of 





Brazil’s population lives below the 
poverty line and is hard hit by ris- 
ing food prices. 


Deforestation 

But Jank and other Brazilian officials 
are on shakier ground when they 
deny that the thirst for ethanol is 
causing deforestation in the Amazon, 
as farmers clear trees to plant crops. 
Because sugar cane is grown in the 
more fertile centre of the country, 
they point out, no forest is cleared. 
But massive investment in the sec- 
tor - an estimated $30 billion between 
2006 and 2015 - has put pressure on 
cattle farmers to sell their land south 
of the Amazon to sugar growers 
and buy cheaper land further north, 
on the edge of the forest. Once that 
land is taken, forest clearances could 
multiply. 

Last month the Brazilian minis- 
ter for Amazonian development, 
Marina Silva, resigned citing 
“increasing deforestation of the Ama- 
zon on Brazilian cattle ranchers and 
farmers”. 

Some do not even have the option 
of selling their land. In Paraguay, the 
demand for land and the corporate 
impunity of large agribusiness firms 
are resulting in human rights vio- 
lations. Peasants and indigenous peo- 
ple are being pushed off their farms 
and can no longer afford to buy food, 
let alone grow it. 


Deforestation can counteract 
any gains in CO2 reduction gained by 
biofuels. The journal Science reports 
that between two and nine times 
more carbon emissions are avoided 
by trapping carbon in trees and for- 
est soil than by replacing fossil 
fuels with biofuels. Plus clearing 
forests produces an immediate 
release of carbon gases into the 
atmosphere, accompanied by a loss 
of habitats, wildlife and livelihoods. 

The biofuels issue affects the whole 
debate around climate change - rais- 
ing the question of who makes the 
decisions around what energy tech- 
nology is invested in. In order to stop 
climate change, we need a global shift 
away from the burning of fossil fuels. 
Biofuels are not the only alternative; 
there are other forms of renewable 
energies that need resources invest- 
ed in research and development. 


Basic survival 

More than one billion people are fac- 
ing starvation yet there is enough 
food to feed the world. Leaving food 
production and distribution to the 
free market is a recipe for disaster. 
We have to take it out of the hands 
of the private companies and put it 
under the control of the billions of 
workers, farmers, and peasants. The 
large capitalist agricultural conglom- 
erates should be expropriated with 
no compensation. 

The agrarian question is central 
to resolving the food crisis, especial- 
ly in the developing world. The social- 
ist programme is for land to be owned 
and run by those who work it. This 
means the nationalisation of large 
estates under the control of the rural 
workers, and - in countries with less 
advanced agriculture - for land to be 
distributed to the poor and landless 
peasants who should be encouraged 
to form cooperatives, with subsidies 
from the government to develop 
more productive techniques. 

Above all we need an internation- 
al plan of production to decide what 
is of the greatest need to humanity, 
not what makes a private profit. That 
plan will necessarily address the pro- 
tection of the natural environment 
and the need to feed the world as effi- 
ciently as possible. 
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WHAT WE STAND FOR 





Workers Power is a revolutionary com- 

munist organisation. We fight to: 

e Abolish capitalism and create a world 
without exploitation, class divi- 
sions and oppression 

e Break the resistance of the expléiters 
by the force of millions acting togeth- 
er in a social revolution smashing 
the repressive capitalist state 

e Place power in the hands of councils 
of delegates from the working class, 
the peasantry, the poor - elected and 
recallable by the masses 

¢ Transform large-scale production and 
distribution, at present in the hands 
of a tiny elite, into a socially owned 
economy, democratically planned 

e Plan the use of humanity’s labour, 
materials and technology to eradi- 
cate social inequality and poverty. 

This is communism -a society with- 
out classes and without state repres- 
sion. To achieve this, the working class 
must take power from the capitalists. 

We fight imperialism: the handful 
of great capitalist powers and their cor- 
porations, who exploit billions and 
crush all states and peoples, who resist 
them. We support resistance to their 
blockades, sanctions, invasions and 
occupations by countries like 

Venezuela, Iraq or Iran. We demand an 

end to the occupation of Afghanistan 

and Iraq, and the Zionist occupation 
of Palestine. We support uncondition- 
ally the armed resistance. 

We fight racism and national oppres- 


sion. We defend refugees and asylum 
seekers from the racist actions of the 
media, the state and the fascists. We 
oppose all immigration controls. When 
racists physically threaten refugees and 
immigrants, we take physical action 
to defend them. We fight for no plat- 
form for fascism. 

We fight for women’s liberation: from 
physical and mental abuse, domestic 
drudgery, sexual exploitation and dis- 
crimination at work. We fight for free 
abortion and contraception on demand. 
We fight for an end to all discrimination 
against lesbians and gay men and 
against their harassment by the state, 
religious bodies and reactionaries. 

We fight youth oppression in the fam- 
ily and society: for their sexual freedom, 
for an end to super-exploitation, for the 
right to vote at sixteen, for free, univer- 
sal education with a living grant. 

We fight bureaucracy in the unions. 
All union officers must be elected, 
recallable, and removable at short 
notice, and earn the average pay of the 
members they claim to represent. Rank 
and file trade unionists must organise 
to dissolve the bureaucracy. We fight for 
nationalisation without compensation 
and under workers control. 

We fight reformism: the policy of 
Labour, Socialist, Social-Democratic 
and the misnamed Communist parties. 
Capitalism cannot be reformed through 
peaceful parliamentary means; it 
must be overthrown by force. Though 
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these parties still have roots in the work- 
ing class, politically they defend capi- 
talism. We fight for the unions to break 
from Labour and form for a new work- 
ers party. We fight for such a party to 
adopt a revolutionary programme and 
a Leninist combat form of organization. 

We fight Stalinism. The so-called 
communist states were a dictatorship 
over the working class by a privileged 
bureaucratic elite, based on the expro- 
priation of the capitalists. Those Stal- 
inist states that survive - Cuba and North 
Korea - must, therefore, be defended 
against imperialist blockade and attack. 
But a socialist political revolution is the 
only way to prevent their eventual col- 
lapse. 

We reject the policies of class collab- 
oration: “popular fronts” or a “demo- 
cratic stage”, which oblige the working 
class to renounce the fight for power 
today. We reject the theory of “social- 
ism in one country”. Only Trotsky'’s 
strategy of permanent revolution can 
bring victory in the age of imperialism 
and globalisation, Only a global revo- 
lution can consign capitalism to 
history. 


With the internationalist and com- | 
munist goal in our sights, proceeding 


along the road of the class struggle, 
we propose the unity of all revolution- 
ary forces in a new Fifth International. 

That is what Workers Power is fight- 
ing for. If you share these goals - join 
us. 


Fifth International Volume 2 issue 5 available now! 


¢ The science of climate change 
¢ Getting the measure of China 


¢ Palestine: obituary of George Habash 

¢ Progress versus nature? Marxism and the environment 

¢ France: can workers and youth forge a new, revolutionary 
party in the struggle against Sarkozy? 

¢ Venezuela: exchange between the League and the Comite 
impulsor del Partido de la Revolucién Socialista 


Buy online from: 
shop.fifthinternational.org 


You can also purchase this issue by sending a cheque or postal 
order for £3.20 (£4.00 Europe, £5 rest of world, all prices p&p 
included) to: Fifth International , BCM 7750 , London WC1N 3XX 


Also available is our new pamphlet A World In Crisis. This contains the political perspectives, 
which were passed by the League’s International Executive Committee when it met at 
Easter 2008. As well as explaining the nature of the economic crisis and its likely effects as 
it turns into recession, the pamphlet also looks at the key conflicts in the world today. You 
can order it from the above address for £1.50 (£2.00 Europe, £2.50 rest of world, all p&p) 
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Section of the League for the 
Fifth International 
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[FIGHTING FUND | 


| Make cheques or postal 


i orders out to ‘Workers Power’ , 

| and send to 

‘ BCM 7750, London WCLN 3XX 
or donate online at 

i www.wormerspower.com 

using the ‘Make a 
donation’ button 
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i JOIN US! 


: O01 would like to join the 
Workers Power group 

O Please send more details 
about Work ers Power 
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By Peter Main 





local elections, London mayoral elec- 

tions and in the Crewe by-election have 
focused attention on its tax policy. The imme- 
diate issue was the abolition of the 10p start- 
ing rate for income tax which was announced 
by Gordon Brown in his last budget before 
becoming Prime Minister last year. When 
the change came into effect in April, nearly 
six million low paid workers found that 
they were paying hundreds of pounds per year 
more tax. Their payslips showed their month- 
ly income tax rate had doubled. 

This shocked workers all over the country. 
After all, Brown had stressed his reduction of 
the “standard rate” of income tax from 22p 
in the pound to 20, as if this reduction would 
automatically benefit everybody. But the idea 
that Brown, Alistair Darling and their Trea- 
sury officials did not know the full implica- 
tions of their policy is laughable. In the age 
of the spreadsheet, the precise effects of every 
possible change in tax rates can be calculat- 
edin seconds. The simple truth - which 
has so shocked traditional Labour voters - 
is that they didn’t care about the lowest 
paid workers in Britain. 

Far from using the taxation system to redis- 
tribute wealth from the richest individuals 
and corporations, as millions expected of a 
Labour government, Brown has done exact- 
ly the opposite. On three occasions, as Chan- 
cellor Brown reduced corporation tax so that 
it now stands at 28per cent. Under Mar- 
garet Thatcher it was 52per cent! And just in 
the last year, Brown and Darling have caved 
in to the demands of the super-rich by chang- 
ing the rules on Capital Gains Tax so that 
companies and investors pay 18per cent 
rather than 40per cent, and maintaining 
tax exemptions for millionaires who claim 
“non-domicile” status. 

When they were forced to raise the indi- 
vidual “tax allowance” by £600, to offset some 
of the effects of the abolition of the 10p start- 
ing rate, this still left over one million peo- 
ple worse off. 

Even the supposedly “progressive” side 
of Labour’s tax policy - the use of tax credits 
to raise the income of the lowest paid - is of 
greater benefit to bosses than workers. Quite 
apart from the fact that workers under the 
age of 25 cannot claim, and the system is so 
complex that an estimated 40per cent of those 
whoare entitled do not claim the credits, the 
real effect of the whole system is to subsidise 
the bosses who pay the lowest wages. If the 
minimum wage were set at a decent level and 
trade unions were not restricted from taking 
effective action by Thatcher’s anti-union laws 


| abour’s triple electoral defeats in the 


(which Labour has preserved), the whole com- 
plicated system could be scrapped and work- 
ers would be no worse off. 

What should workers demand of a party 
that says it is committed to their interests? 
What would be the main planks of commu- 


‘nist taxation policy? 


Karl Marx laid down the most fundamen- 
tal guiding principle in the Communist Man- 
ifesto when he said that the task was “to wrest, 
by degrees, all capital from the bourgeoisie, 
to centralise all instruments of production 





Taxation for 
communists is not 
just to provide funds 
for the provision of 
services but to take 
away the property of 
the capitalists who 
own and control the 
productive forces at 
the heart of the 
economy 


in the hands of the state” and that, with regard 
to tax, should be a“ heavy progressive or grad- 
uated income tax”. In other words, the pur- 
pose of taxation for communists is not just 
to provide funds for the provision of servic- 
es but to take away the property of the capi- 
talists who own and control the productive 
forces at the heart of the economy. The extent 
to which this can be done by taxation, “by 
degrees”, as Marx put it, will depend on how 
much pressure the workers can put on the 
capitalists, and ultimately on which class has 
state power in its hands. 

Even before the establishment of a govern- 
ment committed to the expropriation of cap- 
ital, communist policy aims to make real 
inroads into the wealth of the capitalist class 
and to relieve the burden of tax on the 
working class. At the forefront of our pro- 
posals is the abolition of all indirect taxation, 
such as VAT and other sales taxes. Such taxes 
must, by definition, way heaviest on the work- 
ing-class because virtually all a worker's 
income has to be spent on consumption goods 
of one sort or another. The wealthier a per- 
son is, the smaller the proportion of their 
wealth is spent on necessary consumption 
and more is accumulated or invested as 


Spotlight on communist policy € 
Tax the rich not the poor 








capital. We call for the abolition of all regres- 
sive taxes, like the Council Tax. 

Instead, there should be a single, pro- 
gressive tax not just on income but also on 
accumulated wealth. Rates should be set so 
that the workers do not pay, while the rich 
pay at very high rates. Funds raised would be 
used to support existing public services and 
to extend them so that, increasingly, all the 
essentials of modern life such as housing, 
transport, water, energy, medicine and food 
can be provided as services rather than bought 
and sold as commodities, Beyond that, tax- 
ation would also be a weapon to alter the 
direction of economic development and 
discouraging pollution and carbon emissions 
for example. 

Inevitably, this would make taxation even 
more of a source of social and political con- 
flict. It would be a reformist illusion to believe 
that taxation alone could effect a transition 
from capitalism to socialism. The more effec- 
tive a policy is in really undermining the social 
power of the capitalists, the more certain it 
is that the capitalists would try not just to 
avoid payment but to bring down the govern- 
ment imposing the policy. That is why, along- 
side taxes aimed at socialising the wealth of 
the bosses, communists struggle to break up 
the capitalist state in a revolution, and estab- 
lish in its place a workers state that will dis- 
possess the capitalist class, taking over the 
banks, supermarkets, utilities and major cor- 
porations and instituting a democratic plan 
of production and distribution in place of the 
madness of the market. 

If politics is ultimately about the control 
and use of society's wealth, then taxation is 
the clearest expression of a government's real 
policy, the clearest indicator of whose inter- 
ests it really defends. Millions upon millions 
of workers in Britain, who once thought that 
Labour would act in their interests, now see 
the stark truth that Brown & co are totally 
committed to the interests of the rich. The 
desertion not only of Labour voters but of 
many Labour activists has brought the party 
to the verge of bankruptcy. Already, the party 
leaders are turning to the unions to bail them 
out. Their pleas should be rejected out of 
hand. If itis true that the likes of Brown and 
Darling could be held personally responsible 
for the party’s debt then that would be a 
rare example of justice under capitalism. 

Instead of giving Labour a new lease of life 
with which to continue its attacks, the unions 
should make a real investment in the future, 
using their funds to promote the creation 
of anew workers’ party committed not only 
to a progressive system of taxation but to the 
overthrow of capitalism and the building of 
an egalitarian, socialist society. 


